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LOGISTICS  MANAGEMENT  INSTITUTE 


4701  Sangamore  Road 
Washington,  D.  C.  20016 


PREFACE 


This  is  the  final  report  on  LMI  Task  75-^,  "Second  Destination  Transportation."  The 
review  of  the  DoD  second  destination  transportation  progrann  was  initiated  to  identify 
opportunities  for  more  effective  and  efficient  utilization  of  transportation  resources. 

Extensive  information  and  advice  were  furnished  during  the  study  by 
Mr.  P.  J.  Hyman  and  Mr.  A.  R.  Loyd,  Directorate  of  Transportation  and  Warehousing 
Policy,  OASD(l<ScL),  and  by  representatives  of  OASD(C),  OASD(PA&E),  the  Military 
Departments,  the  U.  S.  Marine  Corps,  and  the  Defense  Supply  Agency.  Their  assistance  is 
gratefully  acknowledged. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


The  Logistics  Management  Institute  has  completed  a review  of  the  management  of 
second  destination  transportation  (SDT)  within  the  DoD.  The  review  included 
(1)  evaluation  of  Service  controls  over  SDT  f^inds,  (2)  evaluation  of  the  cost-effectiveness 
of  Service  use  of  funds,  and  (3)  identification  of  areas  requiring  increased  participation  by 
the  ASD(I&L). 

The  SDT  program  budget  for  FY  1976  is  almost  $1.1  billion.  The  funds  are  used  to 
pay  for  second  destination  movement  of  military  cargo  worldwide,  the  transportation  of 
military  mail  overseas,  and  the  overseas  permanent  change  of  station  moves  of  civilian 
personnel. 

The  review  was  initiated  in  the  OSD.  Discussions  were  held  with  various  individuals 
in  the  office  of  the  ASDd&L),  transportation  budget  analysts  in  the  office  of  the  ASD(C), 
and  representatives  from  ASD(PA&E)  and  the  Office  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  The 
DoD  Directives  and  Instructions  which  provide  transportation  policy  and  responsibility 
assignments  were  examined. 

Attention  was  next  focused  on  the  SDT  programs  of  the  Military  Services.  The 
budget  formulation  processes  and  the  financial  and  traffic  management  practices  of  the 
Services  were  contrasted  and  evaluated.  Specific  transportation  practices/systems 
requiring  more  intensive  review  were  identified. 

An  evaluative  study  identifies  many  problem  areas  but  does  not  necessarily 
recommend  solutions.  Nevertheless,  where  solutions  seemed  possible,  we  pursued  them; 
they  are  included  in  this  report. 

PROGRAM  REVIEW 

The  ASD(C)  provides  guidance  to  the  Services  in  the  submission  of  SDT  program 
requirements.  The  Services  have  deviated  from  that  guidance  to  satisfy  the  general 


requirements  of  the  analysts  within  ASD(C).  Budget  formats  are  the  principal  source  of 
visibility  of  the  Service  SDT  programs  to  ASD(I&L)  and  ASD(C).  However,  the  formats 
have  several  significant  deficiencies:  (1)  they  do  not  adequately  explain  changes,  or  the 
causes  of  changes,  in  program  requirements  from  the  current  to  the  budget  year;  (2)  they 
are  not  oriented  to  a review  of  the  total  DoD  requirements  at  the  OSD  level  (i.e.,  it  is 
difficult  to  assess  the  total  impact  of  Service  actions  and  policy  decisions  on  the  defense 
transportation  system);  (3)  they  do  not  identify  major  users  of  SDT  funds  within  the 
Services;  and  (4)  they  do  not  facilitate  a comparison  of  Service  programs. 

To  overcome  the  above  deficiencies,  LMl  recommends  two  supplemental  budget 
exhibits— one  highlights  the  effect  of  rate/workload/policy  changes  by  Service  and  major 
command,  while  the  second  highlights  the  same  changes  by  transportation  mode.  Each 
exhibit  facilitates  the  preparation  of  a DoD  summary  (which  should  be  accomplished 
within  the  OASD(I&L))  displaying  the  significant  aspects  of  the  total  program  by  Service. 

The  exhibits,  when  coupled  with  a more  active  role  in  the  budget  review  process, 
will  provide  the  ASD(I&L)  with  improved  visibility,  permitting  more  effective  execution  of 
his  transportation,  responsibilities. 

We  also  recommend  that  the  ASD(I&L)  maintain  an  increased  level  of  surveillance  of 
the  program  during  budget  execution.  Review,  on  a quarterly  basis,  of  a few  key 
indicators  of  program  status  is  suggested. 

FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT 

With  minor  exceptions,  the  SDT  financial  management  practices  of  the  Army, 
Marine  Corps,  and  Air  Force  are  sufficient  to  assure  adequate  control  of  SDT  funds.  The 
practices  of  the  Navy  are  not  as  strong:  (1)  they  have  limited  capability  to  detect,  in  a 
timely  manner,  a potential  short-fall  of  SDT  funds;  (2)  even  if  a potential  short-fall  has 
been  identified,  ability  to  discern  the  cause  and  thus  to  select  appropriate  corrective 
action  is  restricted;  and  (3)  there  is  an  absence  ox  accountability  and  incentives 
throughout  the  program. 
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When  the  study  team  briefed  the  Navy  on  these  findings,  they  were  informed  that 
systems  are  being  developed  to  overcome  many  of  the  deficiencies.  It  is  recommended 
that  ASD(IdcL)  evaluate  the  Navy's  systems  development  efforts  in  light  of  the  weaknesses 
perceived. 

TRAFFIC  MANAGEMENT 

Even  though  most  of  the  SDT  dollars  are  in  support  of  overocean  movements,  much 
of  the  associated  decision  making  for  this  traffic  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Single 
Manager  Operating  Agencies  and  not  the  shipping  service.  Our  review  of  traffic 
management  practices  was  restricted  to  decision  making  at  CONUS  shipping  activities.  In 
FY  1975,  these  activities  committed  approximately  $200  million  in  SDT  funds.  Specific 
findings  pertaining  to  these  activities  are  as  follows: 

Shipment  Planning.  Improving  the  effective  use  of  SDT  funds  must  begin  with 
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shipment  planning  (i.e.,  the  early  . islbility  of  cargo  generation  so  as  to  permit  the  local 
transportation  officer  to  maximize  shipment  consolidation,  arrange  for  special  handling, 
and  select  the  appropriate  mode/carrier).  The  shipment  planning  systems  at  the  Air 
Logistics  Centers  appear  to  be  the  most  advanced  of  the  Services,  while  those  in  large 
depots  of  the  other  Services  are  subject  to  improvement. 

As  an  initial  step  toward  improving  shipment  planning  in  the  DoD,  we 
recommend  that  the  ASD(1&L)  sponsor  a shipment  planning  seminar.  The  purpose  of  the 
seminar  should  be  to  disseminate  information  on  the  more  advanced  shipment  planning 
systems  in  the  DoD  and  GSA,  with  the  expectation  that  the  attendees  would  recognize  the 
benefits  to  be  derived  from  use  of  the  ideas  presented  and  hence  wo  jld  take  action  to 
improve  their  systems. 

Duplicate  Shipments.  In  many  CONUS  activities,  the  U.  S.  Fostal  Service  is 
the  predominant  carrier  for  small  packages.  Many  field  activities  consider  the  USPS  free 
transportation  in  that  neither  the  activity  nor  the  SDT  program  pays  for  the  service. 
Only  a few  have  taken  the  initiative  to  avoid  or  reduce  the  use  of  the  USPS  to  destinations 
being  served  regularly  by  other  carriers. 


To  correct  this  situation,  it  is  recommended  tliat  the  ASO(I&L)  request  from 
each  of  the  Military  Departments  and  OSA  a time-phased  plan  for  increasing  the  cost 
effectiveness  of  small  package  movements  to  destinations  which  are  also  regularly  served 
by  both  the  USPS  and  other  carriers. 

Commercial  Paper.  There  are  two  issues  related  to  the  use  of  commercial 
paper  which  require  direction  from  the  ASD(I&L).  The  first  is  which  fund  (SDT  or  indicia) 
is  to  be  cited  on  the  forms;  the  second  is  the  commercial  paper  dollar  limitation  on  each 
Government  'Mil  of  Lading  (GBL). 

Each  Service  has  the  authority  to  determine  which  funds  to  cite  on  commercial 
paper.  As  a result,  both  SOT  and  the  indicia  funds  are  cited.  While  this  variation  in 
practice  is  not  detrimental  to  the  SDT  programs  of  the  Services,  it  may  impede  effective 
policy-making  by  the  ASD(I&L).  This  problem  will  be  especially  serious  when  portions  of 
separate  finds  are  supporting  similar  programs.  Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that 
OASD(I&L)  further  evaluate  the  use  of  commercial  paper  and  issue  appropriate  guidance 
to  the  Services. 

The  Comptroller  General  recently  has  raised  the  limit  on  the  use  of 
commercial  paper  from  $25  to  $100  per  GBL.  The  Military  Traffic  Management  Command 
(MTMC)  issued  implementing  guidance  to  DoD  activities  and  then  withdrew  the  guidance 
because  it  felt  it  had  exceeded  its  authority.  There  are  several  benefits  associated  with 
the  increased  dollar  limitations— e.g.,  reducing  shipment  processing  costs  and  making 
additional  carriers,  who  do  not  accept  the  GBL,  accessible  to  local  transportation  officers. 
In  order  to  make  these  benefits  available  to  the  Services,  it  is  suggested  that  the 
ASD(I&L)  and  MTMC  resolve  the  ambiguity  with  respect  to  the  fund  limitation  authority. 

QUICKTRANS  and  LOGAIR.  The  principal  observation  concerning 
QUICKTRANS  is  that  the  dedicated  trucks,  which  are  an  integral  part  of  the  system,  are 
poorly  utilized  (considerably  less  than  50  percent).  Inspection  revealed  that  this  situation 
is  symptomatic  of  a larger  problem  within  the  Navy  SDT  program;  viz.,  while  the  Navy 
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operates  an  extensive  transportation  system,  many  Navy  activities  do  not  know  how  to 
maximize  the  effectiveness  of  their  use  of  it.  It  is  recommended  that  ASD(I&L)  request 
the  Navy  to  provide  specific  guidance  to  its  field  activities  which  will  result  in  increased 
utilization  of  the  system,  especially  the  dedicated  truck  portion. 

It  appears  that  LOG  AIR  can  readily  be  modified  into  an  effective  integrated 
air/surface  transportation  system  which  will  reduce  operating  costs  by  a minimum  of 
$6.7  million  (almost  14  percent)  without  measurable  effect  on  service  or  pipeline 
investment  The  use  of  smaller  aircraft  and  a limited  system  reduction  may  yield 
additional  savings  of  $5.3  million.  It  is  recommended  that  the  ASD(I&L)  request  the  Air 
Force  to  develop  plans  for  an  integrated  LOGAIR  system. 

COROLLARY  ISSUES  REQUIRING  ATTENTION 

Three  SDT-related  issues,  which  have  a strong  influence  on  some  of  the 
specific  areas  we  examined,  were  encountered  frequently  throughout  the  study.  Two  of 
these  issues  should  be  subjected  to  a close  examination  in  order  to  assure  that  their 
adverse  impact  upon  DoD  transportation  is  minimized. 

UMMIPS  Abuse.  The  DoD  transportation  system  responds  to  the  requirements 
of  the  requisitioncr.  The  issue  priority  assigned  by  the  requisitioner  dictates  not  only  the 
supply  priority  but  also  the  shipping  and  transportation  priority.  There  is  considerable 
evidence  that  iss’je  priority  privileges  are  being  abused.  (Air-to-surface  diversion  rates 
often  are  in  excess  of  SO  percent  and  some  CONUS  installations  do  not  accept  shipments 
on  weekends,  even  though  the  assigned  priorities  would  dictate  that  receiving  activities 
operate  seven  days  a week.) 

The  UMMIPS  needs  to  be  reevaluated.  Two  alternatives  to  the  present  system 
appear  to  have  significant  potential:  (1)  a system  in  which  the  issue  and  transportation 
priorities  were  individually  specified  and  (2)  a variation  of  the  above,  with  transportation 
priorities  being  different  for  intra-CONUS  and  overseas  shipments.  Both  alternatives 


would  allow  the  requisitioner  to  identify  separately  his  supply  requirement  (which,  if  not 
met,  could  deadline  equipment  for  an  extended  period)  and  his  transportation  requirement 
(which,  in  CONUS,  would  have  an  effect  of  no  more  than  a few  days). 


We  recommend  that  the  AS0(1&L)  initiate  a study  of  the  UMMIPS  system  to 
determine  if  the  overali  structure  of  shipment  priorities  can  be  made  more  consistent  with 
current  suppiy  and  transportation  requirements. 

Airlift  Policy.  Discussions  with  Service  representatives  on  what  actions  they 
would  take  given  a potential  SDT  fund  shortage  revealed  that  most  would  institute  more 
aggressive  challenge  criteria  for  MAC  eligible  cargo.  This  action,  however,  could  trigger 
another  round  of  MAC  tariff  increases  which  could  lead  to  additional  airlift  curtailments, 
etc.  This  cycle  is  of  considerable  interest  to  DoD  and  has  been  the  focus  of  many 
proposals.  Most  of  these  proposals  are  directed  specifically  to  the  ASIF  problem  and  have 
not  been  formulated  within  the  context  of  the  total  defense  transportation  system. 

The  problem  is  extremely  complex.  Therefore,  we  recommend  that  the 
ASD(1&L)  initiate  an  intensive  study  of  airlift  policy.  The  study  should  be  structured  so 
that  it  provides  the  ASD(IdcL)  with  a comprehensive  analysis  of  the  numerous  proposals 
now  extant  within  the  DoD. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 


At  the  request  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (installations  and  Logistics), 
ASD(I<5cL),  the  Logistics  Management  Institute  has  reviewed  the  second  destination 
transportation  (SDT)  program  of  the  Department  of  Defense.*  The  objectives  of  .'le 
review  were  the  (Devaluation  of  Service  controls  over  SDT  funds,  (2)  evaluation  of 
Service  capabilities  to  use  the  funds  in  a cost  effective  manner,  and  (3)  identification  of 
areas  requiring  increased  participation  by  the  ^SD(K5cL)  in  order  for  Iii  n to  more 
effectively  carry  out  his  assigned  responsibilities. 

The  review  was  made  in  two  phases.  The  objectives,  scope,  and  methodology  were 
defined  during  Phase  1.  During  Phase  2,  while  the  detail  review  was  being  conducted, 
three  interim  reports  were  submitted  (April,  3une,  and  October  1975)  Inttrim  Report  I 
addressed  the  role  of  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Installations  and 
Logistics),  OASD(I^L),  in  SDT;  Interim  Report  2 focused  on  SDT  budgeting;  while  Interim 
Report  3 reviewed  the  SDT  financial  and  traffic  management  practices  of  the  Military 
Services. 

Much  of  the  material  presented  in  the  interim  reports  is  included  in  this  final  report 
on  Task  75-4.  In  the  following  section,  the  characteristics  of  SDT  within  the  DoD  and  the 
role  of  the  ASD(IAcL)  in  SDT  are  discussed.  Section  III  summarizes  the  SDT  programs  of 
the  Military  Services:  the  Service  programs  arc  evaluated  in  Section  IV.  Section  V 

addresses  several  major  SDT-related  issues  which  impact  upon  effective  use  of  SDT  funds 
but  were  outside  the  scope  of  the  Task.  Recommendations  for  improving  SDT  within  the 
DoD  are  provided  in  Section  VI. 
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A copy  of  the  Task  Order  is  Included  as  Appendix 
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II.  BACKGROUND 


A.  CHARACTERIZATION  OF  SDT 

Second  destination  transportation  is  frequently  referred  to  as  all  transportation 

which  is  not  first  destination.  Department  of  Defense  Instruction  5000. S defines  first 
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destination  transportation  as; 

"(1)  The  movement  of  property  from  f.o.b.  point  of  origin  to  the  point  at 
which  the  materiel,  in  the  form  required  for  use,  is  first  received  for  use  or 
storage  for  subsequent  distribution  in  the  military  supply  system.  (2)  The 
costs  of  such  movement," 

and  second  destination  transportation  as: 

"(1)  The  subsequent  movement  of  property  for  intradepartment  or 
interdepartment  distribution  from  the  point  of  storage  at  which  originally 
received  from  f.o.b.  point  of  origin.  (2)  The  costs  of  such  movement." 

Second  destination  transportation  funds  cover  the  cost  of  shipping  cargo  from 

CONUS  depots  to  field  activities  world-wide,  including  the  over-ocean  segment  whether 

performed  by  the  Military  Sealift  Command  (MSC),  the  Military  Airlift  Command  (MAC), 

or  by  commercial  carrier.  They  also  cover  the  movement  of  retrograde  cargo,  some  inter- 

and  intra-theatre  movements  of  cargo  overseas,  and  the  over-ocean  segment  of  Army  Post 

Office  (APO)  mail.  In  addition,  SDT  supports  the  movement  of  some  civilians  on 

permanent  change  of  station  (PCS)  overseas,  CONUS  port  handling  charges,  and,  in  the 

case  of  Army,  the  cost  of  operating  overseas  ports.  Finally,  SDT  supports  the  movement 

of  military  cargo  being  shipped  between  CONUS  installations,  and  the  movement  of  excess 

materiel  from  those  installations  back  to  major  stock  points. 

The  Military  Services  are  directly  responsible  for  planning,  programming,  and 

expending  SDT  funds.  SDT  is  a separate  line  item  under  Force  Program  Vll:  Central 
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Department  of  Defense  Instruction  5000.8,  "Glossary  of  Terms  Used  in  the  Areas  of 
Financial,  Supply,  and  Installation  Management,"  15  duly  1961. 
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Supply  and  Maintenance,  in  the  Operations  and  Maintenance  budget  of  each  Service.  In 
Fiscal  Year  1975,  the  Services  requested  second  destination  transportation  funding  of 
almost  $1.1  billion  (see  Table  1). 


TABLE  1 

SECOND  DESTINATION  TRANSPORTATION 
BY  S ERVICE  FOR  FY  1975 


MILITARY 

SERVICE 

FY  1975 
($  Millions) 

Army 

488 

Navy 

201 

Marine  Corps 

17 

Air  Force 

380 

TOTAL 

1,086 

The  Defense  Supply  Agency  (DSA)  did  not  request  SDT  funds  for  FY  1975,  nor  were 

any  second  destination  transportation  charges  highlighted  in  Military  Department  stock 

funds.  (DSA  and  all  stock  funds  include  transportation  expenses  in  the  cost  of  the  item.) 

Even  though  the  Military  Services  have  direct  responsibility  for  SDT  funds,  the 

Single  Manager  Operating  Agencies--M AC,  MSC,  and  the  Military  Traffic  Management 

Command  (MTMC)— also  play  significant  roles  in  SDT.  Once  a Service  makes  the  shipping 

decision  to  move  items  overseas,  the  actual  movement  of  the  item  from  the  point  of 
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embarkation  is  the  responsibility  of  these  transportation  agencies.  ’ ’ While  much  of 
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Source:  October  1974  budget  submission  to  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  (Comptroller),  OASD(C). 

If. 

DoD  Directive  5160.2,  "Single  Manager  Assignment  for  Airlift  Service," 
17  October  1973. 

^DoD  Directive  5160.10,  "Single  Manager  Assignment  for  Ocean  Transportation," 
24  March  1967. 

^DoD  Directive  5160.53,  "Single  Manager  Assignment  for  Military  Traffic,  Land 
Transportation,  and  Common-User  Ocean  Terminals,"  24  March  1967. 


the  cargo  moved  or  routed  by  these  agencies  are  SDT  movements,  the  agencies  also 
support  other  movements  such  as  household  goods,  stock  fund  and  DSA  items,  POL 
(petroleum,  oil,  and  lubricants),  and  some  first  destination  traffic. 

B.  ROLE  OF  ASD(1&L) 

1.  Assigned  Responsibilities 

The  ASD(1&L)  has  been  designated  the  principal  staff  assistant  to  the 

Secretary  of  Defense  in  matters  of  transportation.^  In  this  role,  he  has  issued  or 

participated  in  the  issuance  of,  several  DoD  Directives  and  Instructions  concerning  various 

DoD  transportation  functions.  While  many  of  these  Directives  and  Instructions  are  not 

directly  pertinent  to  LMI  Task  75-4,  several  have  significant  implications  because  of  the 

assignment  of  responsibilities  conta'  led  therein. 

The  ASD(I&L)  has  overall  responsibility  for  "establishing  policies  and  providing 

guidance  to  DoD  components  concernitig  (I)  the  efficient  and  effective  use  of  DoD  and 

commercial  transportation  resources  and  (2)  the  establishment  and  operation  of 

8 

Transportation  Single  Manager  Agencies."  More  explicit  ASD(I&L)  assignments 

concerning  postal  operations,  military  standard  logistics  data  systems,  movement  of 
personal  property,  the  Uniform  Materiel  Movement  and  Issue  Priority  System  (UMMIPS), 

9 

and  the  Single  Manager  Operating  Agencies  are  contained  in  otlier  Directives. 

The  ASD(I<5cL)  has  not  been  assigned  specific  responsibility  for  second 
destination  transportation.  That  responsibility  is  implied  in  his  overall  responsibility  for 
transportation.  However,  the  ASD(I<ScL)  has  been  assigned  specific  responsibilities  for 

^DoD  Directive  5126.22,  "Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Installations  and 
Logistics),"  30  January  1961. 

g 

DoD  Directive  4500.9,  "Transportation  and  Traffic  Management," 
29  November  1971. 

9 

See  Appendix  B for  a list  of  Directives  and  Instructions  covering  DoD 
transportation  and  closely  related  functions. 
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various  segments  of  second  destination  transportation,  including  postal  operations  and  the 
LCXIAIR  and  QUICKTRANS  systems  (i.e.,  the  contract  CONUS  airlift  systems  of  the  Air 
Force  and  Navy  respectively).^^ 

2.  Execution  of  Responsibilities 

In  carrying  out  assigned  transportation  responsibilities,  the  ASD(I(5cL)  (1)  issues 
formal  policy  and  instructions,  (2)  participates  in  the  budget/program  review  process, 

(3)  reviews  the  performance  of  the  Single  Manager  Operating  Agencies,  and 

(4)  participates  and  provides  guidance  in  resolving  current  DoD  transportation  problems. 

The  transportation  policy  and/or  implementing  instructions  issued  by  the 
ASD(I(JcL)  include  (1)  reporting  requirements  for  the  Single  Manager  Operating  Agencies,*  * 
(2)  tasking  the  Single  Manager  Operating  Agencies  to  represent  the  DoO  in  transportation 
regulatory  proceedings,  and  (3)  DoD  policy  relative  to  use  of  containers  in  surface 
transportation. 

The  principal  ASD(I(ScL)  involvement  in  the  second  destination  transportation 
programs  of  the  Services  occurs  during  budget  review.  In  this  capacity,  he  assists  the 
ASD(C)  who  conducts  the  review,  although  advance  data  is  not  routinely  received  for 
review  and  analysis.  The  A3D(1&L)  does  not  explicitly  monitor  the  performance  of  the 
Military  Services  during  execution  of  the  SDT  budget. 

The  ASD(I<5cL)  attempts  to  keep  abreast  of  the  performance  of  the  Single 
Manager  Operating  Agencies  through  one-time  inquiries,  personal  contact,  and  evaluation 
and  analysis  of  information  contained  in  several  recurring  reports  including; 


The  ASD(IAL)  was  recently  assigned  an  FY  1976  Management  by  Objective  for  SDT; 
Objective  9,  Action  3,  Improve  effectiveness  of  management  of  second  destination 
transportation. 

*^The  reporting  requirements  for  MSC  and  MTMC  are  included  in  DoDI  ^100.31, 
"Reports  on  Single  Manager  Operations,"  2 September  1960,  while  the  reporting 
requirements  for  MAC  are  contained  in  DODD  5160.2,  "Single  Manager  Assignment  for 
Airlift  Service,"  17  October  1973. 
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1)  Quarterly  Progress  Report,  MTMC 

2)  Quarterly  Report,  MAC 

3)  Annual  Command  Report,  MSC 

4)  Monthly  Financial  Statement,  MSC 

5)  Airlift  Service  Industrial  Fund  Report,  MAC 

6)  Quarterly  Group  Movements,  MTMC 

The  ASD(IAcL)  also  is  involved  in  the  resolution  of  current  SDT  or  SDT-relatcd 
problem  areas  including; 

1)  incorporating  the  C-130  tactical  fleet  into  MAC  operations; 

2)  developing  policy  and  guidance  for  monitoring  and  controlling 
administrative  support  aircraft; 

3)  revising  of  the  MTMC  Charter  to  incorporate  world-wide  traffic 
responsibility; 

k)  evaluating  the  CONUS  transportation  system  including  passenger 

movement  on  military  aircraft  and  reassessment  of  the  effectiveness  of 
LOGAIR/QUICKTRANS; 

5)  determining  the  requirement,  use,  and  relationship  to  MAC,  of  the  civil 
reserve  air  fleet; 

6)  identifying/assessing  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  the  industrial 
funding  of  MAC; 

7)  determining  the  requirements,  type  of  ships,  timing,  etc.  of  the  MSC 
fleet  and; 

8)  examining  the  increased  use  of  air  transportatiop2to  shorten  delivery 
times  and  thereby  reduce  stock  level  requirements. 

3.  Relationship  to  Other  DoD  Components 

The  ASD(IicL)  responsibility  for  DoD  transportation  is  shared  with  other  DoD 
components.  The  ASD(C)  is  responsible  for  reviewing  the  SDT  budgets  of  the  Services  and 
the  budgets  of  Single  Manager  Operating  Agencies.  In  this  capacity,  he  relies  upon  the 


^^FY  1976  DoD 


Management  by  Objective;  Objective  9,  Action  'i. 
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ASD(I(5cL)  for  comments  during  the  review  process.  The  ASD(C)  and  ASD(I<5cL)  also 
coordinate  all  policy  and  guidance  which  have  an  impact  on  transportation  dollars. 

The  ASD(I<5cL)  has  limited  contact  with  the  Military  Services  concerning  trans- 
portation except  during  budget  reviews,  or  when  discrete  problems  arise  (such  as  those 
listed  above). 

Other  DoD  components,  including  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defetise  (Program 
Analysis  and  Evaluation),  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  and  DSA,  also  play  strong  roles  in 
transportation.  However,  their  rela^^ionship  with  ASD(kVL)  on  transportation  matters  has 
not  been  found  to  be  critical  to  this  task. 
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III.  SDT  WITHIN  THE  SERVICES 


A.  THE  ARMY  SDT  PROGRAM 
1.  Budget  Development 

As  previously  shown  in  Table  1,  Army's  FY  1975  SDT  program  was 
approximately  $48S  million.  Table  2 illustrates  the  total  Army  program  by  mode  of 
transportation. 

TABLE  2 

ARMY  S DT  PROGRAM  BY  MODE 


Mode^ 

Doll  a. s (000s) 

litind  Tranoportiitioii 

$ 54,806 

Air  Transport (‘ition  - MAC 

59,175 

Air  Transportation  - Conunorciall. 

29, 286 

CONUS  Port  Transsliipn'CJit  - MTMC 

45,456 

Sea  Transportation  - MSC 

262,638 

Overseas  Water  Ports 

25,943 

other  Transportation  Facilities 

10,490 

TOTAL 

$480,444  tl/ 

^The  si^ccific  costs  embedded  in  these  modes  arc  described 
in  Appendix  C. 

^Inciudes  rcirrbursements  of 

Fifteen  Army  commands  actually  plan,  program,  and  budget  for  SDT.  These 
commands  and  their  associated  total  SDT  programs  (as  of  October  1974)  are  displayed  in 
Table  3.*^ 


^ ^Throughout  the  report,  the  Army  Finance  and  Accounting  Center  is  treated  as  a 
command,  even  though  it  is  actually  a fund  management  agency. 


9 


TABLE  3 

ARMY  SDT  PROGRAM  BY  COMMAND 


Cr.r'nrd 

Dollars  (000s) 

1.  U.  S.  Finance  iinJ  Accounting  Center 

$363,307 

2.  U.  S.  Army  Materiel  Conimand 

36,036 

3.  U.  S.  Military  Academy 

170 

4.  Health  Services  Conjnand 

59 

5.  U.  S.  Army  Communications  Command 

150 

C.  Training  and  Doctrine  Command 

1,472 

7.  The  Adjutant  Ceneral 

33.407 

8.  The  Surgeon  Ceneral 

206 

9.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

5 

10.  U.  S.  Army  Recruiting  Conimr.r.d 

70 

11.  Military  District  of  Washington 

10 

12.  U.  S.  Forces  Command 

6,786 

13.  U.  S.  Army  - Korea 

4,843 

14.  U.  S.  Army  - Japan 

13,457 

15.  U.  S.  Army  - Europe 

28.306 

TOTAL 

$488,444 

Each  of  the  fifteen  commands  has  a separate,  yet  integrated,  role  in  the  Army 
SDT  program.  To  illustrate: 

- funds  for  overocean  transportation  costs,  such  as  MAC,  MSC,  and  MTMC 
port  handling  charges,  are  held  by  the  Army  Finance  and  Accounting  Center; 

the  Ai  my  Materiel  Command  (AMC)  supports  the  movement  of  cargo 
between  CONUS  depots  and  aerial  ports,  ocean  terminals,  and 
posts/camps/stations  within  CONUS; 

- the  overseas  commands  support  the  overseas  port  handling  and  inland 
drayage  costs,  regardless  where  the  cargo  originates;  and 

- Military  Official  Mail,  the  Courier  Service,  and  the  APO  carried  by  MAC  are 
the  responsibility  of  The  Adjutant  General. 

The  development  of  the  Army  SDT  budget  is  an  iterative  process  involving  the 

Comptroller  of  the  Army  (COA),  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics  (DCSLOG),  nne 

the  fifteen  commands  identified  in  Table  3.  The  COA  is  primarily  involved  in  providing 

program  guidance  and  reviewing  the  total  Army  SDT  program. 
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The  Program  and  Rudgct  Division  of  the  Supply  and  Maintenance  Directorate, 
DCSLOG,  is  responsible  for  the  development  of  the  SDT  program.  The  Division 

responsibilities  include: 

- compiling  the  command  SDT  budget  submissions  into  an  Army-wide  format 
during  each  budget  cycle; 

- reviewing  the  command  submissions  to  insure  that  appropriate 
transportation  rates  have  been  used; 

- tracking  changes  from  one  budget  iteration  to  the  next;  and 

- monitoring  the  performance  of  Army  SDT  throughout  the  fiscal  year. 

The  transportation  requirements  are  developed  at  the  command  level,  then  reviewed  and 
approved  by  DCSLOG. 

In  the  review  of  Army  SDT  budgeting,  time  did  not  permit  examining  the 
budget  development  process  of  each  command  listed  in  Table  3.  However,  four  of  the 
larger  CONUS  commands  (i.e.,  the  Army  Finance  and  Accounting  Center  (FAC),  AMC, 
The  Adjutant  General,  and  the  U.  S.  Forces  Command)  were  reviewed  with  emphasis  on 
AMC.  In  FY  1975,  the  SDT  budgets  of  these  four  commands  totaled  almost  $'^^0  million, 
90  percent  of  the  total  Army  SDT  program. 

Even  though  the  Finance  and  Accounting  Center  pays  for  all  port  handling  and 
overocean  movement  costs,  the  Center  docs  not  develop  any  forecasts  of  SDT  require- 
ments. The  overocean  and  port  handling  requirements  are  developed  by  the  Commodity 
Commands  within  AMC  and  forwarded  to  the  Performance  Management  Divison, 
Transportation  and  Services  Directorate,  DCSLOG,  via  the  Logistics  Control  Agency, 
AMC  Headquarters,  and  the  DCSLOG  Data  Processing  Center  in  Radford,  Virginia.^  * The 
Performance  Management  Division  reviews  the  total  Army  requirements  prior  to  a final 
compilation  being  produced  by  the  DCSLOG  Data  Processing  Center  for  the  Finance 
Center  to  use  as  its  official  SDT  submission. 


See  Army  Regulation  55-30,  "Space  Requirements  and  Performance  Reports  for 
Transportation  Movements,"  5 3uly  1973. 


The  AMC  FY  1975  program  is  approximately  $36  million,  as  shown  in  Table  3. 
These  dollars  are  allotted  by  AMC  to  27  installations  and  National  Inventory  Control 
Points  (NICPs).  Table  4 shows  the  FY  1976  allotments  among  the  27  installations  and 
NICPs,  as  included  in  the  Command  Operating  Budget.*^ 

It  was  previously  noted  that  AMC  supports  the  movement  of  cargo  between 
CONUS  depots  and  aerial  ports/ocean  terminals/posts/camps/stations  within  CONUS.  A 
further  delineation  of  these  movement  responsibilities  is  as  follows: 

- the  seventeen  depots,  which  fall  under  the  Major  Item  Data  Agency  (MIDA) 
umbrella,  pay  for  the  movement  of  material  from  CONUS  depots  to 
posts/camps/stations  and  aerial  ports/ocean  terminals  within  CONUS 
(except  for  containerized  cargo  moving  under  MSC  container  agreements); 

- the  Commodity  Commands  pay  for  the  movement  of  excess  material 
(including  reparables)  from  CONUS  posts/camps/stations  to  the  depots  for 
return  to  storage  or  rebuild;  and 

- the  Tobyhanna/MTMC  fund  covers  the  cost  of  CONUS  movement  of 
retrograde  material  from  the  aerial  ports/ocean  terminals  to  Army 
depots.* 

The  AMC  SDT  budget  is  compiled  at  AMC  Headquarters,  with  limited  input 
from  the  Commodity  Commands.  Historical  movements  are  used  to  develop  a command 
forecast  for  the  budget  year.  When  the  Army  SDT  program  is  approved,  the  AMC  dollars 
are  then  allotted  (via  Command  Operating  Budgets)  among  the  installations  and  NICPs 
listed  in  Table  with  MIDA  acting  as  the  funding  authority  for  the  seventeen  depots. 

The  MIDA  SDT  budget  is  developed  prior  to  the  AMC  budget  and  at  a lower 
level  of  detail.  The  Commodity  Commands  forward  to  MIDA  their  SDT  CONUS 
requirements  for  the  budget  year.  These  requirements  are  summarized  by  originating 
depot  to  form  the  basis  for  allocating  MIDA  SDT  dollars  among  the  depots.  If  a 
significant  shortfall  exists,  MIDA  then  negotiates  with  AMC  for  additional  funding. 


^^The  FY  1975  allotments  were  not  available.  The  FY  1976  data  were  received  frotn 
AMC  personnel  on  24  April  1975. 

^^The  MTMC  performs  a service  for  Army  in  that  they  arrange  for  the  transportation 
of  retrograde  material  and  cite  this  fund  source. 


12 


TABLE  4 


FY  1976  AMC  SDT  BUDGET 


Instal  ] nti  cn/^.’ICF' 

SK999H 

MI  DA 

$23, 142 

1 

351,401 

1. 

Anniston  Ar.Tiy  Depot 

2,800 

75,249 

2. 

Ft.  Wingate  Depot  Activity 

200 

1 , 960 

3. 

Lette.rkenny  Array  Depot 

2.100 

20,762 

4. 

Lexington  Army  Depot 

1, 900 

41,853 

5. 

Navejo  Depot  Activity 

200 

1,351 

6. 

New  Cumlierland  7irmy  Depot 

2,950 

30,060 

7. 

I'uoblo  Army  Depot 

2,4  00 

27,613 

G. 

Red  River  Array  Depot 

2,600 

32,248 

9. 

Sacramento  Army  Depot 

850 

2,934 

10. 

Stivannnh  Army  Depot 

542 

9,041 

11. 

Seneca  Army  Depot 

800 

13,705 

12. 

Sharpe  Army  Depot 

500 

16,520 

13. 

Sierra  Array  Depot 

l,60Cr^ 

15,140 

14. 

Tobylianna  Army  Depot 

10,639 

15. 

Tooolo  Army  Depot 

2,600 

32,922 

16. 

Umatilla  Army  Depot 

300 

6 , 998 

17. 

Corpus  Chrlsti  Ai  ir.v  D-^not 

300 

2,798 

CO.^■iMODITY  COMMANDS 

8,460 

88,733 

10. 

AVSCOM 

1,900^ 

5,277 

19. 

ECOM 

325 

3,308 

20. 

MI  COM 

800 

9, 103 

21. 

TACOM 

3,000 

31,000 

22. 

TECOM 

1,075-^ 

2,54  5 

23. 

TROSCOM 

8,900 

24. 

AltMCOM 

1,200 

20,000 

OTHER 

f 

5,450 

25. 

Tobyhanna/MTMC 

4,840 

WEBESm 

26. 

Taiwan 

600 

27. 

Interna  t iona  ] T.oqistirs  Ce.mraand 

2 . . . 

■■Mil 

TOTAI. 

- AMC 

$37, 052 

577, /05  1 

a/ 

Includes  $315  of  SDT  funds  vhich  arc  not  associated  with 
short  tons. 

■^$1,581  not  associated  with  short  tons. 
c/ . 

$200  not  associated  v;itli  short  tons. 
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The  SDT  program  of  The  Adjutant  General  (TAG)  supports  all  overoccan  mail 
traffic  along  with  all  inter-  and  intra-theatre  movements  using  foreign  mail  services. 
TAG  develops  its  SDT  budget  requirements  by  the  following  major  categories: 

- Air  Mail— partitioned  into  commercial  air  and  MAC; 

- Military  Official  Mail;  and 

- Space  Available  Mail. 

Historical  data  arc  used  to  project  future  requirements  by  the  above  categories.  The 
requirements  are  then  costed  out  at  the  latest  rates. 

Development  of  the  U.  S.  Forces  Command  (FORSCOM)  SDT  budget  is 
initiated  upon  receipt  of  a dollar  guidance  figure  from  the  Department  of  the  Army  (DA). 
FORSCOM  then  provides  fiscal  guidance  to  each  of  twenty-two  subordinate  field 
installations.  The  field  installations  develop  their  requirements  based  upon  historical 
data,  supplemented  by  knowledge  of  unusual  fu'ure  movements.  (The  requirements  arc 
stated  in  terms  of  dollars  only,  with  no  tonnages  displayed).  FORSCOM  Headquarters  then 
contrasts  the  installation  requirements  with  DA  guidance  to  yield  an  overall  estimate  of 
whether  the  command  can  satisfy  its  transportation  requirements. 

2.  Financial  Management  Practices 

Not  only  is  the  Program  and  Budget  Division  within  the  Directorate  of  Supply 
and  Maintenance,  DCSLOG,  responsible  for  SDT  budget  formulation,  it  also  monitors  the 
use  of  the  funds  during  budget  execution.  SDT  funds  are  not  held  at  the  DCSLOG  level; 
they  are  passed  directly  from  the  Comptroller  of  the  Army  to  the  fifteen  commands 
responsible  for  SDT  (see  Table  3). 

The  principal  focus  of  DCSLOG  during  budget  execution  is  the  status  of  FAC's 
program,  even  though  it  receives  cost  and  movement  reports  from  the  Single  Manager 
Operating  Agencies  and  fund  status  reports  from  other  Army  commands.  Information  on 
the  workload  of  these  other  commands;  however,  has  not  been  routinely  available  to 
DCSLOG  personnel.  DCSLOG  currently  is  developing  a procedure  by  which  it  will  receive 
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periodic  financial  and  workload  status  reports  from  all  commands  holding  SDT 
allotments.*^  The  purpose  of  this  effort  is  to  keep  DCSLOG  more  fully  abreast  of  the 
status  of  SDT  within  the  Army.  A monthly  SDT  status  report  is  also  made  available  to  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Installations  and  Logistics). 

The  Finance  and  Accounting  Center  role  s to  pay  for  the  cost  of  all  Army 
overocean  transportation.  As  noted  previously,  FAC  does  not  develop  any  transportation 
requirements  nor  does  it  monitor  workload  performance.  FAC  also  serves  as  the  central 
billing  and  payment  center  for  Army  and  Air  Force  Government  Bills  of  Laiing  (GBLs). 
The  Army  Management  Fund  (AMF)  is  used  to  pay  carriers  of  Army  cargo  while  'ne 
appropriate  transportation  account  code  is  cited  for  payment  of  Air  Force  GBLs.  The 
Commodity  Commands,  depots,  etc.  fund  the  AMF  based  upon  the  estimated 
transportation  cost  appearing  on  the  Army  GBL.  The  AMF  bills  the  shipping  activity  for 
deviations  in  excess  of  $100  between  the  GBL  estimate  and  actual  charges. 

The  SDT  funds  of  AMC  are  distributed  directly  to  eleven  major  coinrnands/act- 

18 

ivities.  AMC  receives  a series  of  monthly  and  quarterly  reports  on  the  0(  rformance  of 
these  eleven  commands  including: 

1)  fund  status; 

2)  the  accuracy  of  forecasted  performance  (with  explanations  required  for 
significant  variances); 

3)  anticipated  program  changes;  and 

4)  unfinanced  requirements. 

In  addition,  during  the  fourth  quarter,  abbreviated  budget  reports  and  phone  calls  are  used 
to  monitor  the  SDT  program  and  identify  potential  problems  or  funds  available  for 
reprogramming. 

*^Thesc  financial  and  workload  status  reports  are  to  be  copies  of  existing  command 
reports.  DCSLOG  plans  no  additional  investment  in  personnel  or  systems  support  to  obtain 
this  information. 

18 

See  Table  4 for  a listing  of  these  commands  and  activities  (all  the  dollars 
distributed  to  the  seventeen  depots  are  alloted  to  MIDA). 
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The  Major  Item  Data  Agency  coordinates  and  monitors  that  portion  of  AMCs 
SDT  program  which  is  administered  by  CONUS  depots.  Work  Authorizations  are  used  by 
MIDA  to  pass  administrative  responsibility  for  its  SDT  funds  to  the  depots.  The  MIDA 
accounting  and  reporting  system  does  not  permit  issuing  Work  Authorizations  for  more 
than  the  total  SDT  funds  received  from  AMC.  Furthermore,  the  system  rejects  any  bills 
received  from  the  AMF  that  will  cause  the  Work  Authorization  at  a depot  to  be  exceeded. 
In  such  cases  the  transportation  costs  must  be  absorbed  by  the  depot's  industrial  fund. 

MIDA  receives  a series  of  semi-monthly  reports  on  the  status  of  SDT  at  the 
seventeen  depots  to  which  it  issues  Work  Authorizations.  These  reports  provide 
information  on; 

1)  status  of  funds; 

2)  forecasted  and  actual  shipments  by  mode  and  associated  costs;  and 

3)  unfinanced  requirements. 

In  order  to  maintain  close  control  over  the  SDT  program  near  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year, 

fund  status  data  are  requested  daily  from  the  depots. 

Even  though  the  responsibility  for  SDT  funds  is  assigned  to  the  depot,  the  local 

transportation  officer  (TO)  is  not  given  administrative  responsibility  for  the  funds  nor  is 

he  always  aware  of  their  status.  The  Production  Planning  and  Control  Office  (PPG), 

Directorate  of  Supply,  monitors  the  status  of  these  funds.  If  additional  funds  are  required, 

then  the  PPC  contacts  MIDA  directly,  with  the  TO  only  becoming  involved  when 

additional  funds  are  not  made  available. 

Vthile  the  depot  Work  Authorizations  represent  the  bulk  of  AMCs  SDT 

19 

program,  the  Commodity  Commands  have  a significant,  yet  greatly  different  role. 
Commodity  Command  SDT  funds  support  the  return  of  excess  material  to  depots,  and  for 
the  leveling  of  stocks  among  depots.  In  such  situations,  the  local  transportation  officer 

IQ 

Only  the  Tank/Automotive  Command  (TACOM)  was  reviewed  during  this  task. 
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cites  the  appropriate  Commodity  Command  transportation  account  code  on  the  GBL.  A 
copy  of  the  GBL  is  then  sent  to  the  Commodity  Command  which  uses  the  estimated 
transportation  cost  as  an  obligation.  Each  month,  the  commands  issue  advances  to  the 
AMF  for  the  total  amount  of  all  obligations  incurred  during  the  month. 

The  SDT  funds  allotted  to  The  Adjutant  General  support  all  overoccan  and  all 
inter-  and  intra-theatre  transportation  costs  of  air  mail,  military  official  mail,  space 
available  mail,  and  surface  mail.  Each  field  postal  activity  submits  a monthly  report  on 
the  a?nount  of  mail  moving  by  category  (i.e.,  by  air,  surface,  etc.)  and  channel.  Approved 
rates  are  then  applied  to  these  volumes  to  generate  obligation  estimates.  These  data 
permit  TAG  to  anticipate  shortfalls  or  excess  funds  and  are  the  basis  for  the  allotment  to 
the  Military  District  of  Washington,  which  is  responsible  for  controlling  TAG  SDT  bills. 

FORSCOM  allots  SDT  dollars  to  twenty-two  field  activities  at  the  beginning  of 
each  fiscal  year;  Headquarters,  FORSCOM,  retains  a small  percentage  for  meeting 
unforecasted  requirements. 

The  principal  means  by  which  FORSCOM  monitors  its  SDT  program  are 
through  two  quarterly  reports  which  provide  obligations,  workload  status,  and  cost  by  field 
activity,  and  the  latest  fiscal  year  program  for  each  activity. 

A persistent  problem  in  much  of  the  above  monitoring  effort  is  the  timeliness 
of  the  movement  data  contained  in  the  various  reports.  The  Army  Blue  Book  report  as  of 
31  December  1974  was  generated  on  4 April  1975.  Receipt  of  MAC,  MSC,  and  MTMC 
reports  by  DCSLOG  varied  from  seventy-five  days  to  over  120  days  from  the  closeout 
date,  depending  on  the  specific  report  and  data  source.  The  AMC  quarterly  reports  are 
received  four  to  five  weeks  after  the  close  of  a quarter.  Only  at  the  MIDA  level  did  we 
observe  the  capability  to  closely  monitor  the  SDT  program.  MIDA  can  produce  some 
depot  monitoring  reports  on  a daily  basis,  and  does  so  near  the  end  of  each  fiscal  year. 
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This  flexibility,  coupled  with  the  SDT  funds  actually  being  allocated  to  the  depots,  permits 
MIDA  to  effectively  monitor  its  SDT  program.  However,  MlDA's  portion  of  the  Army  SDT 
program  is  less  than  ten  percent. 

3.  Traffic  Management  Practices 

While  the  distribution  patterns  of  Army  SDT  have  undergone  considerable 

modification  since  the  iiitroduction  of  the  Direct  Supply  Support  (DSS)  concept,  the 

CONUS  traffic  management  practices,  as  executed  by  local  transportation  officers,  have 

20 

remained  unchanged.  The  Military  Traffic  Management  Regulation  provides  the  overall 

direction  for  Army  transportation,  with  AMCR  55-8,  "Control  of  Premium 

21 

Transportation,"  governing  the  use  of  air  transportation. 

AMCR  55-8  states  that  all  air  eligible  cargo  weighing  over  500  pounds  must  be 

confirmed  with  the  requisitioner  prior  to  release  of  the  shipment  for  airlift.  For  cargo 

moving  overseas,  the  Logistics  Control  Agency  (LCA),  located  at  the  Presidio  of 

San  Francisco,  is  charged  with  this  responsibility,  while  the  individual  transportation 

officers  have  the  responsibility  for  confirming  CONUS  shipments. 

During  the  course  of  this  study,  the  traffic  management  practices  of  three 

22 

Army  depots— Letterkenny,  New  Cumberland,  and  Tobyhanna--were  reviewed.  These 
practices  are  summarized  below: 

a.  Shipment  Planning.  Even  though  there  is  a shipment  planning  capability 
in  the  Systemwide  Project  for  Electronic  Equipment  at  Depots-Extended  (SPCEDEX),  the 
TO  is  not  aware  of  what  cargr  will  be  generating  until  it  is  received  in  the  distribution 

^°AR  55-355,  NAVSUP  PUB  it'MRcv),  AFM  75-2,  MCO  P'/GOO.l^fA,  DSAR  4500.3, 
"Military  Traffic  Management  Regulation,  March  1969. 

^^AMCR  55-8,  "Control  of  Premium  Transportation,"  24  April  1974. 
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Our  review  of  the  traffic  management  practices  at  New  Cumberland  did  not 
include  the  DSS.  Thus,  the  placement,  scheduling,  and  loading  of  containers  was  outside 
our  review. 
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terminal  to  be  labeled,  sorted,  etc.  in  preparation  for  shipment.  As  a result,  shipment 
consolidations  are  based  on  anticipated  cargo  generation  from  previous  experience  rather 
than  firm  knowledge.  Material  requiring  special  handling/delivery  are  attended  to  after 
receipt  in  the  distribution  terminal. 

b.  Use  of  Parcel  Post.  The  identification  of  cargo  to  be  shipped  by  parcel 
post  is  made  by  computer  prior  to  receipt  of  the  cargo  by  the  TO.  All  parcel  post  eligible 
cargo  moves  by  that  mode.  One  depot  has  developed  a manual  intervention  procedure  to 
avoid  duplicate  shipments  (i.e.,  by  private  carrier  and  the  Postal  Service)  to  major 
customers  served  on  a regular  basis. 

c.  Use  of  United  Parcel  Service  (UPS).  The  three  depots  do  not  use  UPS 
because  the  TOs  believe  UPS  has  several  deficiencies  including  (1)  tliey  cannot  trace 
shipments  and  (2)  they  provide  poor  service. 

d.  Use  of  Federal  Express  Corporation  (FEC).  The  TOs  have  varied 
attitudes  toward  the  service  and  cost  of  FEC.  One  depot  uses  FEC  extensively— the  TO 
has  found  that  it  is  cheaper  than  air  freight  forwarders,  frequently  cheaper  tivin  air  mail, 
and  provides  excellent  service  for  high  priority  stiiprnents.  Another  TO  has  found  that 
FEC  is  not  cost  effective. 

e.  Use  of  Commercial  Forms.  The  use  of  commercial  forms  is  inconsistent. 
One  TO  has  found  that  commercial  forms  provide  increased  flexibility  in  carrier  selection. 
While  he  is  limited  to  a $25  maximum  for  any  one  shipment,  he  anticipates  extensive  use 
of  commercial  forms  when  the  limit  is  raised  to  $100.  Other  TOs  stated  that  they  use 
commercial  forms  only  when  there  appears  to  be  no  reasonable  alternative. 

f.  Carrier  Performance.  Each  depot  uses  the  MILSTEP  IB  Reports  for 
monitoring  carrier  performance— the  reports  have  even  been  used  as  the  basis  for 
suspending  carriers.  This  use  has  made  the  reports  more  effective  since  the  carriers  arc 
aware  that  the  service  they  provide  is  continuously  being  contrasted  with  that  being 
provided  by  their  competitors.  The  MILSTEP  IB  Reports  are  also  used  by  AMC  to  rank 


19 


the  relative  performance  of  the  transportation  divisons  in  the  depots.  This  depot  ranking 
has  proved  to  be  an  incentive  to  the  TOs  to  provide  as  high  a level  of  service  as  possible. 

g.  Shipment  Challenging.  Each  depot  follows  AMCR  55-8  in  challenging 
most  airlift  eligible  shipments  over  500  pounds.  However,  all  Transportation  Priority  (TP) 
2 shipments  are  automatically  moved  by  surface  (this  is  current  Army  policy),  so  only  TP  1 
shipments  over  500  pounds  are  being  challenged.  There  are  exceptions  to  this  TP  1 
challenge  criteria  which  are  geared  to  the  specific  location  of  each  depot  and  the 
commercial  transportation  resources  at  its  disposal.  These  include,  for  example,  not 
flying  any  shipments,  regardless  of  priority,  to  posts/camps/stations  within  WO  miles  of 
the  depot— within  this  range  surface  movement  has  been  found  to  be  as  responsive  as  air. 
The  only  time  surface  requisitions  are  challenged  is  when  there  is  an  obvious  error,  which 
has  been  overlooked  by  supply  personnel. 

LOGAIR  and  QUICKTRANS  are  seldom  used  by  Letterkenny,  New 
Cumberland  and  Tobyhanna  Army  Depots  since  they  are  not  located  near  regular  LOGAIR 
or  QUICKTRANS  stations.  The  TOs  also  stated  that  their  cargo  does  not  receive  the  same 
priority  treatment  as  that  of  the  host  Service.  (This  allegation  was  subsequently  denied  by 
both  LOGAIR  and  QUICKTRANS  representatives.) 

h.  TO  Performance.  Army  TOs  are  being  rated  almost  entirely  on  service, 
with  little  attention  being  given  to  whether  they  have  used  transportation  dollars 
effectively.  Dollars  saved  through  shipment  consolidation  or  airlift  challenges  are  not 
taken  into  consideration  in  TO  evaluation. 

i.  Organization.  In  each  of  the  three  depots,  the  transportation  function  is 
a responsibility  of  the  Directorate  of  Supply. 

B.  THE  NAVY  SPT  PROGRAM 
1.  Budget  Development 

In  its  October  197^  budget  submission  to  OASD(C),  the  Navy  FY  1975  SDT 
program  totaled  approximately  $200  million,  as  shown  in  Table  5.  The  Naval  Material 
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Command  (NAVMAT)  funding  responsibility  for  this  program  was  assigned  to  the  Naval 

Supply  Systems  Command  (NAVSUP)  beginning  with  FY  1975.  Beginning  with  FY  1976, 

NAVSUP  has  assumed  total  Navy  SDT  funding  responsibility  with  the  following 
24 

exceptions: 

- organic  material  incident  to  relocation  and/or  rotational  deployment; 

- civilian  personnel  household  goods; 

- mine  countermeasures  equipment  and  material;  and 

- MSC/commercial  ship  replenishrrent  programs. 

These  exceptions  will  continue  to  be  budgeted  for  and  funded  by  major  claimants.  In 
FY  1976,  the  exceptions  total  approximately  $3  million. 

TABLE  5 

NAVY  SDT  PROGRAM  BY  MODE 


Mcdc^ 

Dollars  (000) 

Land  Transportation 

$ 36,113 

Air  Transportation  - liAC 

46,054 

Air  Transportation  - Co.tmercial 

42, 343 

CONUS  Port  Transshipment  - KTMC 

13,431 

Sea  Transportation  - MSC 

63,889 

TOTAL 

?200,835 

^The  specific  costs  embedded  in  these  modes  are  dcscriLcd 
in  Appendix  D- 

Development  of  the  Navy  SDT  budget  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
Transportatior.  and  Warehousing  Directorate,  NAVSUP.  The  SDT  budget  is  tlien  included 
in  the  total  NAVSUP  budget  which  in  turn  is  included  in  NAVMAT's  and  eventually  in  the 
Department  of  the  Navy  budget. 

23 

OPNAVINST  4600.24,  "Management  of  Navy  Transportation;  responsibilities  for," 
7 November  1973. 


21 


The  entire  Navy  SDT  budget  is  developed  within  the  Transportation  and 
Warehousing  Directorate.  Historical  movement  statistics  together  with  known  changes 
are  used  to  project  budget  year  requirements.  The  forecasted  requirements  are  then 
costed  out  at  the  unit  cost  experience  of  the  previous  year  or  the  latest  rates.  The  role  of 
other  commands  in  the  budget  cycle  is  restricted  to  informing  the  Transportation  and 
Warehousing  Directorate  of  unusual  situations,  such  as  base  closures,  that  directly  impact 
upon  SDT. 

The  Navy  Material  Transportation  Office  (NAVMTO),  Norfolk,  Virginia,  a field 
activity  of  NAVSUP,  develops  the  short-  arid  long-range  Navy  tonnage  estimates  for  airlift 
and  sealift.  The  estimates  include  first  destination  material,  household  goods  moving 
under  permanent  change  of  station,  and  stock  fund  items,  in  addition  to  second  destination 
cargo.  These  overocean  workload  estimates,  however,  are  developed  independently  from 
the  SDT  forecasts  developed  by  NAVSUP  for  SDT. 

2.  Financial  Management  Practices 

Three  systems  commands  were  assigned  SDT  Operating  Targets  (OPTARs)  for 
25 

FY  1975,  as  shown  in  Table  6.  The  OPTARs  fund  the  movement  of  material  managed  or 
assigned  to  the  OPTAR  holder.  For  example,  if  the  Naval  Air  Systems  Command 
(NAVAIR)  initiates  the  movement  of  an  aircraft  engine  from  Alameda  to  Oklahoma  City, 
NAVAIR's  Transportation  Account  Code  would  be  cited  as  the  fund  source. 


TABLE  6 

NAVY  SDT  OPERATING  TARGETS 
FOR  FY  1975 


Cor.'.Tiand 

OPTAR  'SOCCn)  | 

NAVAIR 

$22,528 

ilAVFAC 

6,600 

NAVSEA 

. 

24,664 

TOTAL 

$53,792 

75 

^^NAVSUP  letter  0513N/SN  of  l^f  January  1975. 
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In  addition  to  the  commands  issued  OPTARs  for  FY  1975,  NAVSUP  had  planned 
to  issue  OPTARs  to  six  more  commands  in  FY  1976,  as  follows: 

1)  Strategic  Systems  Project  Office 

2)  Bureau  of  Naval  Personnel 

3)  Bureau  of  Medicine  and  Surgery 

U)  Naval  Intelligence  Command 

5)  Naval  Security  Group  Command 

6)  Chief  of  Naval  Education  and  Training 

Even  with  the  issuance  of  OPTARs,  NAVSUP  adheres  to  a centralized 
management  approach  for  SDT  primarily  because  it  believes  the  funds  can  be  managed 
more  effectively  at  the  headquarters  level.  In  addition,  there  is  a prevailing  attitude  t!iat 
financial  responsibility  cannot  be  a practical  incentive  for  a transportation  officer  since 
his  primary  responsibility  is  to  perform  a service  for  his  customers.  As  such,  his  options 
are  limited  within  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  various  traffic  regulations  and  the  required 
delivery  dates  of  his  customers.  As  a result,  NAVSUP  has  apparently  decided  not  to  issue 
any  OPTARs  for  FY  1976. 

The  principal  users  of  Navy  SDT  funds  are: 

- Naval  Supply  Centers; 

- Naval  Shipyards  and  Ammunition  Depots;  and 

- Naval  Air  Stations. 

With  the  exception  of  NAVSUP  as  Program  Manager,  none  of  the  parent  commands  of  the 
above  installations,  nor  any  of  the  other  OPTAR  holders,  play  a significant  role  in  the 
management  of  Navy  SDT  funds.  NAVSUP  does  not  routinely  provide  the  commands  with 
information  concerning  the  status  of  their  OPTARs,  nor  have  the  commands  any  incentive 
to  establish  reporting  systems  whereby  they  could  monitor  tlieir  own  SDT  program. 
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All  GBLs  generated  by  Navy  field  activities  are  forwarded  to  NAVMTO  which 
enters  estimated  costs  on  the  document.  These  estimates  are  the  basis  for  an  advance 
payment  to  the  Navy  Management  Fund  (NMF)  by  NAVSUP.  The  NMF  bills  NAVSUP 
monthly  for  any  differences  between  actual  charges  and  NAVMTO  estimates. 

The  NAVMTO  is  developing  an  SDT  management  information  system  (MIS)  for 

NAVSUP.  The  driving  force  behind  the  MIS  was  the  extensive  delay  (often  months) 

between  the  time  of  actual  movement  of  material  to  overseas  locations  and  receipt  of 

cost  data  from  the  Single  Manager  Operating  Agencies  at  which  time  the  Navy  is  first 

26 

aware  of  the  actual  amount  of  funds  expended. 

The  heart  of  the  NAVSUP  MIS  is  the  capture  and  cost  extension  of  preliminary 
movement  data  obtained  from  MAC  lift  cards,  MSC  manifest  summaries,  and  copies  of 
GBLs.  NAVSUP  SDT  account  balances  are  then  reduced  in  accordance  with  the  estimated 
costs.  Upon  payment  of  the  final  bill,  the  estimated  costs  are  replaced  by  the  actual 
costs.  The  bulk  of  the  cost  extension  is  being  accomplished  manually;  however  NAVMTO 
has  been  striving  to  computerize  much  of  this  function.  When  fully  implemented  in 
September  1977,  the  MIS  should  provide  NAVSUP  with  considerably  more  timely 
information  on  its  SDT  program. 

NAVSUP  has  expressed  interest  in  also  using  the  MIS  to  review  the 
performance  of  Navy  requisitioners  and  determine  if  they  are  making  excessive  or 
unreasonable  demands  on  transportation  resources.  However,  before  much  progress  can  be 
made  in  that  direction,  additional  computer  capability  is  required.  (The  present  MIS  and 
supportive  functions  have  exhausted  the  capabilities  of  the  present  hardware.) 

NAVMTO  receives  extensive  reports  on  the  QUICKTRANS  system  which  are 
also  made  available  to  NAVSUP  on  a routine  basis.  These  reports  are  outside  the  MIS 
operation. 
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This  problem  is  not  unique  to  the  Navy  SDT  program,  late  billings  from  the  Single 
Manager  Operating  Agencies  are  prevalent  throughout  the  DoD. 
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3.  Traffic  Management  Practices 
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Among  the  many  functions  assigned  to  NAVMTO  are: 

- administering  the  Navy  contract  cargo  airlift  system  (QUICKTRANS); 

- challenging  the  validity  of  shipper  service  determined  airlift  requisitions; 
and 

- providing  technical  direction,  guidance,  and  assistance  to  Navy  shipping 
activities  worldwide  on  transportation  matters. 

Administering  the  QUICKTRANS  systetn  involves  (1)  developing  total  system 

requirements,  (2)  performing  the  air  clearance  function,  (3)  specifying  the  cargo  to  be 

loaded  on  each  aircraft,  and  monitoring  system  performance.  (For  a description  of  the 

QUICKTRANS  system,  see  Appendix  F.)  The  air  clearance  function,  however,  appears  to 

be  a cursory  review  as  Navy  considers  QUICKTRANS  to  be  a free  flow  system.  The  only 

28 

shipments  requiring  clearance  by  NAVMTO  are: 

- shipments  requiring  specific  flights  or  to  destinations  not  serviced  by 
QUICKTRANS; 

- shipments  requiring  special  handling,  such  as  secret/sensitive  cargo,  certain 
types  of  explosives,  and  cargo  requiring  an  escort; 

- shipments  exceeding  5,000  pounds;  and 

- outsize  cargo. 

Shipper  service  requirements  for  MAC  airlift  are  challenged  by  NAVMTO  if 
29 

the  shipments: 

- weigh  over  500  pounds; 

- require  expediting  action;  or 

- require  special  handling. 

^^NAVSUPINST  5'f50.90A,  "Functional  Mission  Statement  of  the  Navy  Material 
Transportation  Office,  Norfolk,  Virginia,"  29  June  1971. 

^^NAVSUPINST  4630.21,  "Use  of  Air  Transportation  by  Navy  Shippers," 
31  August  1973,  including  revision  data  2S  February  1975. 

29,.  .. 

Ibid. 
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NAVMTO  also  challenges  all  requisitions  that  contain  inconsistent  or  inaccurate  data. 
NAVMTO  challenged  2,182  shipments  during  March  1975,  with  736  shipments  being 
diverted  to  surface  movement.  Total  savings  for  the  month  were  estimated  to  be 
$l,536,l«f7. 

During  the  study,  the  CONUS  traffic  management  functions  at  two  Navy 
Supply  Centers  (NSC),  Norfolk  and  Oakland,  and  two  Naval  Air  Stations  (NAS),  Norfolk 
and  Alameda,  were  reviewed.  While  there  was  some  consistency  in  traffic  management 
functions  between  the  two  NSCs  and  between  the  two  NASs,  it  appeared  to  stem  from 
similarity  of  mission  rather  than  from  a clearly  defined  approach  to  traffic  management. 
A summary  of  traffic  management  practices  at  those  four  installations  follows. 

a.  Shipment  Planning.  None  of  the  supply  functions  at  these  activities 
provide  advance  notice  to  the  transportation  function  on  tlie  classification  and  destination 
of  cargo  being  generated  for  shipment.  All  decisions  pertaining  to  cargo  hold  time  (for 
consolidation  purposes)  are  based  on  experience  rather  than  actual  knowledge  of  the 
traffic. 

b.  Use  of  Parcel  Post.  The  identification  of  cargo  to  be  shipped  by  parcel 
post  at  the  supply  centers  is  made  by  a computer  prior  to  receipt  of  the  cargo  by  the  TO. 
All  parcel  post  eligible  cargo  moves  by  that  mode. 

Parcel  post  is  the  responsibility  of  the  TO  at  the  air  stations,  and  thus  he 
decides  which  cargo  will  be  shipped  by  parcel  post.  He  routinely  strives  to  avoid  duplicate 
shipments  (i.e.,  by  USPS  and  commercial  carrier)  to  a given  destination. 

c.  Use  of  UPS.  Navy  installations  do  not  use  UPS  because  of  a Navy  policy 
restricting  the  use  of  commercial  paper  (UPS  does  not  accept  GBLs).  A test  and 
evaluation  of  the  relative  cost  and  service  of  UPS  and  USPS  is  underway  at  NSC, 
Charleston.  Preliminary  results  indicate  that  UPS  is  an  efficient  and  effective  alternative 
to  the  USPS.  The  final  results  of  this  test,  together  with  a top  level  re-evaluation  of 
commercial  paper  usage,  will  determine  future  Navy  policy  towards  UPS. 
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d.  Use  of  FEC.  Three  of  the  installations  use  Federal  Express,  on  a limited 
basis.  It  is  principally  used  for  expedited  shipments  to  destinations  not  served  by 
QUICKTRANS  or  to  destinations  for  which  QUICK  TRANS  cannot  provide  the  desired 
service. 

e.  Use  of  Commercial  Forms.  Navy  TOs  arc  not  permitted  to  use 
commercial  forms. 

f.  Carrier  Performaitce.  The  NSCs  have  limited  visibility  of  carrier 
performance.  One  Center  does  not  receive  a copy  of  the  MILSTEP  IB  Report,  while  the 
other  considered  the  Intransit  Data  Card  (IDC)  response  rate  from  the  receiving  activities 
too  low  for  the  reports  to  have  any  credibility. 

NAS,  Norfolk  also  considers  their  IDC  response  rate  too  low  for  the 
MILSTEP  IB  Reports  to  be  useful  in  evaluating  carrier  performance.  Consequently,  a 
separate  system  was  initiated  to  obtain  such  information.  It  has  proved  to  be  useful  as  the 
return  rate  for  a card  similar  to  the  IDC  is  approximately  ninety-five  percent.  NAS, 
Alameda,  however,  is  receiving  (and  using)  the  MILSTEP  IB  Report  on  a regular  basis 
since  their  IDC  response  rate  is  much  higher  than  at  the  other  Naval  facilities  visited  (i.e., 
60-65  percent  versus  15-20  percent). 
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g.  Shipment  Challenging.  Each  installation  follows  NAVSUP  policy  in 
submitting  all  overseas  shipments  over  500  pounds  and  all  QUICKTRANS  and  commercial 
air  shipments  over  5,000  and  500  pounds,  respectively,  to  NAVMTO  for  clearance. 
Shipments  not  subject  to  NAVMTO  clearance  can  be  moved  by  air  at  the  discretion  of  tiie 
TO. 

h.  TO  Performance.  The  TO  performance  at  these  Navy  installations  is 
evaluated  solely  upon  service.  At  the  NSCs,  two  criteria  are  employed;  (1)  adherence  to 
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hold  time  standards  established  by  NAVSUP  and  (2)  customer  complaints.  At  the  NASs, 
the  principal  measure  of  satisfactory  performance  is  the  number  of  customer  complaints. 

All  TOs  felt  there  could  be  advantages  to  the  Navy  if  they  were 
evaluated  on  cost  savings  as  well  as  on-time  performance,  if  only  to  make  their  superiors 
more  cognizant  of  transportation  costs.  Thus,  if  funds  were  allocated  directly  to  an 
activity,  equal  weight  might  be  given  to  service  and  cost  in  the  evaluation  of  TO 
performance.  It  was  also  implied  that  an  allotment  would  not  create  an  additional 
incentive  for  the  TOs  to  use  transportation  funds  more  effectively— this  is  already  being 
accomplished  as  much  as  possible. 

i.  Organization.  In  the  NSCs,  the  transportation  officer  reports  directly  to 
the  Commanding  Officer,  whiie  in  the  NASs,  transportation  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
Director  of  Supply. 

C.  THE  MARINE  CORPS  SDT  PROGRAM 
I.  Budget  Development 

The  October  1974  Marine  Corps  budget  submission  to  OASD(C)  for  FY  1975 
totaled  almost  $17  million,  as  shown  in  Table  7.  The  Transportation  Section,  Facilities 
and  Services  Division,  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  ^or  Installations  and  Logistics, 
is  the  focal  point  for  SDT  within  the  Marine  Corps. 

The  Transportation  Section  has  overall  responsibility  for  the  Marine  '"orps  IDT 
budget.  The  SDT  requirements  are  initially  developed  by  major  Marine  Corps  p;  .-.gram 
(such  as  Pre-Positioned  War  Reserves,  Initial  Issue,  and  Training)  based  upon  hisv  "^ical 
data.  The  requirements  are  then  adjusted  to  correspond  with  changes  in  annual  training 
programs,  deployed  forces,  and  equipment.  The  final  requirements  are  summarized  by 
transportation  mode  and  costed  out  at  the  most  recent  approved  rates. 
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TABLE  7 


MARINE  CORPS  SDT  PROGRAM  BY  MODE 


Dollars  (000) 

Conmio  r c i a 1 T r a n c oo  r t a t i on 

? 7 , 006 

7iir  Traiir-por  Lc'iLion  - MAC 

1,962 

CONUS  Pori  Transr.h ijur.cn t - MTMC 

2,206 

Sea  Tranrj^ortntion  - MSC 

5,5G6 

TOO’AL 

$ 16,800 

Jl/  . . . 

' Conimc  )•  CM  a 1 Tran£'jx:)rt,al:ion  jncludoc  a.l],  inland 

1 inovcuncnt.:;  plus  stovodorinq  other 

than  MTMC;  Air 

1 Transportation  - M7»C  includos  all  H/vC  sltipinonlf. , I 

CONUS  Port  Transj  hijuuont  - MT.MC 

includes  all 

MTMC  stevedoring  costs;  and  .Sea 

Trancjiortation  - 

MSC  inc.'ludos  all  ovorocean  cargo 

• 

Financial  Management  Practices 

The  Transportation  Section  controls  all  SDT  dollars,  with  twenty-six 
organizations  and  installations  receiving  Cost  Guidelines.  The  Cost  Guidelines  serve  the 
same  purpose  as  the  OPTARs  issued  by  the  Navy  except: 

1)  they  are  issued  quarterly,  broken  out  by  mode,  and  unused  funds  arc 
returned  to  Marine  Corps  Meadqu^irters  at  the  end  of  each  quarter;  and 

2)  they  arc  purposely  lean  so  as  to  provide  incentive  for  intensive 
management  of  SDT  funds  by  the  receiving  activity. 

The  Cost  Guideline  holders  do  not  participate  in  preparation  of  the  SDT  budget 
because  the  transportation  requirements  of  the  organizations/installations  holding  Cost 
Guidelines  have  already  been  embedded  in  the  budget  through  the  major  programs. 

Approximately  30  percent  of  the  total  Marine  Corps  SDT  program  is  retained 
by  the  Transportation  Section  at  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year.  These  funds  are  used 
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to  pay  the  transportation  costs  of  activities  which  do  not  receive  Cost  Guidelines,  as  well 
as  for  services  provided  by  other  shipper  services. 

The  Marine  Corps  SDT  program  is  managed  through: 

a.  Timely  availability  of  data.  TOs  submit  to  the  data  processing  center  at 
Albany,  Georgia  a daily  listing  of  GBLs  issued.  The  other  shipper  services  submit  billings 
either  monthly  or  quarterly;  however,  in  most  cases,  the  Transportation  Section  is  aware 
of  the  charges  prior  to  receipt  of  the  actual  bills. 

b.  Established  control  procedures.  Controls  in  the  form  of  Cost  Guidelines, 
performance  and  status  reports,  and  airlift  and  transcontinental  challenge  procedures 
allow  the  Transportation  Section  to  rnaif^tain  a constant  awareness  of  the  status  of  the 
program. 

c.  Extensive  monitoring  and  analysis.  The  performance  of  the  Cost 
Guideline  holders  is  Monitored  each  month:  planned  and  actual  costs  are  compared;  airlift 
and  transcontinental  challenge  statistics  are  reviewed;  and  special  surveys  are  initiated 
when  problems  arise  or  when  they  are  discerned  to  be  developing. 

d.  Distributiofi  panel.  A distribution  panel,  which  consists  of  headquarters 
personnel  such  as  it«  m managers,  industrial  fund  managers,  etc.,  meets  quarterly  to 
provide  (l)a  forum  for  the  regular  consideration  of  the  impact  Marine  Corps  policy 
decisions  have  on  transportation  and  (2)  an  opportunity  for  discussing  distribution 
problems. 

3.  Traffic  Management  Practices 

Control  of  SDT  within  the  Marine  Corps  is  exercised  primarily  by  the  local 
transportation  offiter.  Marine  Corps  policy  requires  that  TP  2 cargo  move  by  surface. 
All  TP  1 cargo  routed  via  MAC  and  weighing  over  75  pounds,  and  transcontinental 
shipments  weighing  over  5,000  pounds,  whether  moved  by  air  or  surface  are  challenged. 
The  local  transportation  officer  makes  all  challenges;  his  performance  is  closclv 
monitored  by  the  Transportation  Section. 
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The  impact  of  the  challenges  has  been  significant,  as  evidenced  by  the 
following  statistics: 

- During  March  1975,  7^  percent  of  the  air  shipments  challeng^(^  (which 
accounted  for  89  percent  of  the  tonnage)  were  diverted  to  surface. 

- During  the  first  fc  ur  months  of  calendar  year  1975,  30  transcontinental 
shipments  were  challenged,  with  five  being  cancelled. 

The  Marine  Corps  does  not  have  a requirement  for  a computer  based  traffic 
management  function.  Nevertheless,  Marino  Corps  Headquarters  has  established  a set  of 
traffic  management  guidelines  to  help  the  TO  achieve  maximum  use  of  SDT  funds.  The 
TO  is  also  encouraged  to  be  aware  of  local  conditions  and  to  take  full  advantage  of 
opportunities  for  savings. 

The  TO  at  the  Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  receives  a copy  of  each 
Material  Release  Order  prior  to  the  item  being  pulled  from  the  shelf.  Therefore,  he  h.as 
some  visibility  of  shipments  prior  to  receipt.  He  is  not  responsible  for  the  use  of  parcel 
post,  however,  so  the  possibility  of  duplicate  shipments  to  the  same  destination  by 
different  modes  exists. 

The  Marine  Corps  recently  has  given  its  field  activities  the  authority  to  use 
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commercial  paper  in  lieu  of  GBks.  This  action  increases  the  flexibility  of  the  TO  as  he 
can  now  use  UPS  (or  other  commercial  carriers  that  do  not  accept  the  GBL)  when 
advantageous. 

D.  THE  AIR  FORCE  SOT  PROGRAM 
1.  Budget  Development 

The  October  1974  Air  Force  budget  submission  to  OASD(C)  for  FY  1975 
totaled  almost  $380  million  as  shown  in  Table  8.  Almost  71  percent  of  this  total  was 

31 

All  services  require  the  challenging  of  airlift  eligible  shipments;  however,  the 
Marine  Corps  exercises  tighter  control  over  compliance  with  the  instructions. 

^^Marinc  Corps  Order  4610.30,  "Use  of  United  Parcel  Service,"  28  July  1975. 
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allotted  to  the  Air  Force  Logistics  Command  (AFLC)  and  15  percent  to  the  Directorate  of 
Administration  (DALB)  within  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Staff,  with  the  remainder 
distrituted  among  22  other  commands  (see  Table  9). 

AFLC  pays  for  the  cost  of  moving  cargo  between  Air  Logistic  Centers  (ALCs) 
and  Air  Force  activities  worldwide  as  well  as  for  shipments  between  ALCs.  The  DALB 
pays  for  the  movement  of  cargo  in  support  of  personnel,  such  as  APO  Mail  and  base 
exchange.  The  commands  receiving  the  balance  of  the  SDT  allotments  cover  the 
transportation  costs  they  incur  which  do  not  come  directly  under  the  responsibility  of 
either  AFLC  or  DALB. 

The  Plans  and  Programs  Division,  Directorate  of  Transportation,  Office  of  tlic 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Systems  and  Logistics,  is  the  focal  point  for  the  Air  Force  SDT 
program.  The  Plans  and  Programs  Division  has  primary  responsibility  for  SDT,  but 
considers  management  of  the  program  to  be  a joint  effort  including  the  Budget  Office  of 
the  Air  Force  Comptroller  and  DALB.  The  Divison  does  not  receive  any  SDT  funds;  they 
are  passed  from  the  Comptroller  directly  to  the  commands  responsible  fc"  SDT  on  an 
Obligating  Budget  Authority  (OBA)  document.  Each  of  the  commands  receiving  SDT  funds 
plans,  programs,  and  budgets  for  its  own  requirements.  The  Plans  and  Programs  Division 
compiles  all  the  command  budgets  tor  the  total  Air  Force  program. 

Because  AFLC  is  the  largest  user  of  the  Air  Force  SDT  program,  LMl 
concentrated  on  AFLC  during  its  review  of  the  budget  development  process,  with  some 
attention  also  given  to  the  SDT  programs  of  DALB  and  of  t ,t  Tactical  Air  Command 
(TAC). 

The  AFLC  segregates  SDT  into  six  major  categories,  which  are  identified  by 
Air  Force  Element  of  Expense/Investment  Account  Codes  (EEIC).  These  modes  and  their 
corresponding  EEIC  numbers  arc  given  below; 


TABLE  8 


AIR  FORCE  SDT  PROGRAM  BY  MODE 


Donars  (000) 

Land  Transportation 

$ 49,034 

Air  Transportation  - MAC 

1S7.0G3 

Air  Transportation  - Commorcial 

82,131 

CONUS  Port  Transs)iipnont  - MTMC 

3 3,005 

Son  Transportation  - MSC 

GO, 162 

OUior 

9,227 

TOTAl. 

$ 379,522 

*^*'^The  costs  cr,J)oddcd  in  each  mode 
in  Appendix  K. 

arc  provided 

TABLE  9 

•k 

AIR  FORCE  SDT  PROGRAM  BY  COMMAND 


Con:>na  nd 

Amount (000 ' s) 

AFJX 

$260,009 

DALB 

54,795 

Pacific  Air  Con\mand 

19,956 

Air  Defense  Command 

9,529 

Strategic  Air  Command 

6,035 

Air  Force  - Furopc 

5,609 

Military  Airlift  Commfind 

3,347 

Tactical  Air  Commai’.d 

3,052 

Communication  Service 

1,750 

Air  Training  Coirimanc! 

1,539 

Alaska  Air  Command 

1,529 

Systems  Ccimnand 

1,275 

Jlcndqiia rters  Command 

1,266 

Others  (11) 

2,300 

Tota  1 

$379,071 

★ 

The  discrepancy  in  program  totals  between  Tables  8 and  9 
results  from  using  data  dcv'olopcd  in  different  phases  of  the 
budget  cycle. 
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EEIC 


MODE 


it5U  MAC, 

461  M5J 

462  Commercial  Air 

463  Commercial  Surface 

464  LOGAIR 

465  Port  Handling 

With  the  exception  of  LOGAIR,  the  development  of  requirements  is  primarily  based  upon 
Air  Force  flying  hour  programs  by  overseas  area.  Ratios  of  tonnage  transported  per  flying 
hour  are  computed  for  preceding  years.  These  ratios  are  then  applied  to  the  flying  hour 
programs  of  the  budget  year  to  yield  an  estimate  of  the  tonnage  required  to  support  the 
planned  flying  hours.  The  latest  approved  rates  or  most  recent  unit  costs  are  then  used  to 
estimate  the  SDT  funds  required  to  mov°  the  cargo. 

Some  notable  exceptions  to  projecting  tonnage  requirements  based  upon  flying 
hours  (in  addition  to  LOGAIR  as  previously  noted)  include  MAC  Special  Assigned  Airlift 
Missions,  and  MSC  ammunition  and  reefer  requirements. 

In  developing  the  requirements  for  LOGAIR,  each  Air  Logistics  Center  and 
CONUS  Command  submits  its  forecasted  requirements  to  AFLC.  These  requirements  arc 
initially  consolidated  into  current  on-line  LOGAIR  stations  and  a proposed  route  structure 
is  developed  to  satisfy  the  requirements.  The  proposed  route  structure  is  then  reviewed 
throughout  the  Air  Force.  Upon  approval  of  the  route  structure  and  its  ptojected  costs, 
the  package  is  forwarded  to  MAC,  which  is  responsible  for  placement  of  the  LOGAIR 
contract. 

The  principal  SDT  responsibilities  of  the  Directorate  of  Administration  include 
the  movement  of  APO  mail,  base  exchange,  and  motion  picture  material.  Estimates  of 
DALB  SDT  personal  support  requirements  are  based  upon  historical  data  and  then  factored 
by  planned  force  level  changes.  The  combined  Army  and  Air  Force  base  excliange 
forecasts  are  developed  by  Army  and  then  prorated  between  the  two. 

The  Tactical  Air  Command  receives  its  SDT  funds  under  Major  Force  Program 
(MFP)  2.  These  funds  cover  the  movement  of  all  excess  items  and  reparables  among  TAC 


installations  and  between  TAC  installations  and  the  ALCs  (unless  the  movement  is 
directed  by  AFLC).  No  STD  funds  are  retained  at  TAC  Headquarters,  they  are  distributed 
directly  to  fifteen  TAC  bases. 

Development  of  the  SDT  budget  within  TAC  is  initiated  at  the  base  level. 
Each  TAC  base  develops  its  SDT  requirements  (based  on  historical  data  coupled  with 
known  changes)  which  are  then  consolidated  by  TAC  Headquarters  to  form  the  Command's 
T.’-^pram. 

Even  though  SDT  is  not  separately  identified  in  MI'P  2,  it  is  individually 
reviewed  by  an  Air  Force  program  review  committee.  SDT  fiscal  guidance  is  then 
provided  TAC,  whidi  is  expected  to  adhere  to  such  guidance.  TAC  in  turn,  provides 
similar  guidance  to  each  of  its  fifteen  subordinate  bases. 

2.  Financial  Management  Practices 

The  Plans  and  Programs  Division  concentrates  its  review  of  tlic  SDT  program 
to  that  portion  of  AFLC's  program  which  is  either  obligated  by  overseas  commands  or 
obligated  ove;:>ea5  by  CONUS  located  commands.  These  funds  primarily  support  the  inter- 
and  intra-theatre  moveincnt  of  centrally  managed  items.  The  principal  reason  for  this 
limited  review  is  that  AFLC  has  marginal  control  over  the  commands  making  sucli 
obligations  and  thus  their  performance  is  not  closely  monitored.  The  Air  Force  has  found 
that  funds  held  by  one  command  which  affect  the  mission  of  another  command  arc  more 
easily  monitored  at  the  Air  Staff  level;  this  circumvents  potential  conflicts  between 
commands.  In  FY  1975,  $75  million  of  AFLC's  $268  million  program  were  monitored  in 
this  manner. 

The  means  for  monitoring  and  controlling  the  overseas  portion  of  AFLC  funds 
is  the  Expense  Target  System,  which  was  implemented  in  Duly  197^.  Each  of  the  ten 
commands  monitored  by  the  system  is  given  an  expense  target  on  its  OI^A.  Even  though 
the  target  is  not  a legal  limitation  it  is  not  to  be  exceeded  without  the  approval  of  the 
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Plans  and  Programs  Division.  Expenditures  appearing  on  the  monthly  Expense  Target 
System  reports  are  estimates  based  on  the  number  of  requisitions  issued  and  a cost  factor 
per  requisition  by  mode.  These  expense  estimates  are  then  matched  to  AFI.C  summary 
reports  of  expenditures  and  tonnage  by  command. 

The  OBAs  received  by  AFLC  and  DALB  specifically  earmark  the  funds  to  be 
used  for  SDT— the  funds  cannot  be  applied  elsewhere  without  the  approval  of  the  Air 
Force  Comptroller.  AFLC  and  DALB  can  reprogram  additional  funds  into  SDT  without 
Comptroller  approval,  but  cannot  reprogram  out  of  SDT.  The  other  Air  Force  commands 
do  not  have  such  floors;  in  fact,  their  SDT  funds  are  not  specifically  identified  on  the 
OBAs  (except  for  the  expense  targets  already  discussed). 

All  AFLC  SDT  funds  are  centrally  held;  they  are  not  distributed  to  the  ALCs 
or  other  users  of  these  funds.  AFLC  monitors  the  use  of  its  funds  by  mode  and 
geographical  area.  For  each  mode  of  transportation  except  LOGAIR,  actual  obligations 
and  workload  are  compared  monthly  with  the  plan.  AFLC  normally  docs  not  monitor  the 
performance  of  any  of  the  users  of  its  funds. 

Each  month  a Miscellaneous  Obligations  Document  (MOD)  is  used  by  AFLC  to 
establish  obligations  by  EEIC  number  for  the  month.  The  basis  for  the  level  of  the 
obligations  by  EEIC  is  the  anticipated  average  monthly  expenditures  augmented  by  the 
actual  bills  that  have  been  processed.  This  monitoring  is  not  only  carried  out  by  EEIC 
number,  but  also  within  each  EEIC  by  element. 

The  movement  data  received  from  MAC  and  MSC  are  used  as  input  into  two 
monthly  reporting  systems:  the  MAC  Tons  and  Cost  System  and  the  Sealift  Tons  and  Cost 
System.  Reports  from  these  systems  depict  the  year-to-date  movements  and  costs  for  the 
current  and  preceding  year,  by  month. 

Even  though  LOGAIR  funds  are  obligated  on  an  annual  basis,  extensive 
monitoring  of  the  system's  performance  is  routine. 
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The  DALB  receives  a series  of  monthly  reports  which  include  the  follow,  ig 
information  by  cost  center  (i.e.,  commercial  airlift,  ordinary  mail,  space  available  mail, 
etc.): 

estimated  obligations  based  on  tonnage  reports  and  current  tariff  rales; 

actual  costs  (most  of  which  are  received  more  than  sixty  days  after  the 
close  of  the  reporting  period);  and 

- unobligated  balances. 

DALB  operates  with  the  understanding  that  this  material  "must"  be  moved  and, 
therefore,  the  monthly  performance  reports  are  primarily  used  to  identify  potential 
shortfalls  (or  excess  funds). 

There  is  no  routine  monitoring  of  TAC's  performance  during  budget  execution 
by  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division.  However,  TAG  Headquarters  receives  a monthly 
report  on  the  performance  of  each  of  its  bases  relative  to  obligations,  status  of  funds,  and 
GBLs  issued. 

3.  Traffic  Management  Practices 

Air  Force  policy  requires  that  all  TP  1 and  TP  2 cargo  are  air  eligible.  The 
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criteria  for  determining  if  challenge  action  is  required  includes; 

- shipments  in  excess  of  500  pounds; 

shipments  exceeding  six  feet  in  any  one  dimension; 

shipments  containing  an  apparently  excessive  number  of  one  item;  and 

- shipments  with  a requisition  date  or  required  delivery  date  (RDD)  which  is 
ninety  days  past  and  weighing  over  500  pounds  per  line  item  (both 
conditions  must  be  present). 

However,  not  all  cargo  are  subject  to  each  of  the  above.  For  example,  aircraft  engines 
are  only  subject  to  the  last  criterion  while  NORS  shipments  are  subject  to  the  last  two.  A 
recent  test  by  the  Distribution  Control  Center,  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  which 

Air  Force  Manual  75-1, "Transportation  and  Traffic  Management,"  15  June  1973. 
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performs  the  air  clearance  function  for  MAC  shipments,  revealed  that  approximately 
33  percent  of  the  requisitions  challenged  during  a one-day  period  were  diverted  from  air 
to  surface. 

34 

The  Distribution  Control  Center  allocates  pallets  among  LOGAIR  terminals. 
The  Center  does  not  perform  the  air  -arance  function  for  LOGAIR;  this  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  local  transportation  officer.  The  general  rule  followed  by  Air  Force 
TOs  is  that  LOGAIR  is  a free  service  ard  should  be  used  to  the  maximum  extent  possible. 
If  an  alternative  tnodc  is  used,  the  parent  command  of  the  base  may  be  required  to  pay  for 
the  movement. 

TAC  Headquarters  has  established  three  traffic  management  policies  which 
TOs  at  TAC  bases  are  expected  to  follow: 

- All  NORS  items  must  be  shipped  within  twenty-four  hours. 

- AH  Not  Reparable  This  Station  (NRTS)  items  must  be  shipped  within  forty 
hours. 

- The  use  of  LOGAIR  should  be  maximized.  It  is  considered  free 
transportation  since  TAC  SDT  funds  are  not  used  to  pay  for  LOGAIR 
services. 

The  performance  of  each  TO  relative  to  the  above  criteria  is  monitored  monthly. 

The  traffic  management  function  at  two  Air  Logistics  Centers  (Warner  Robins 

and  Sacramento)  and  Langley  AFB  (a  TAC  installation)  were  reviewed.  The  comments 

which  follow  pertain  to  the  CONUS  transportation  procedures  at  the  two  ALCs— the  TAC 
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base  does  not  have  a comprehensive  traffic  management  function. 

a.  Shipment  Planning.  Each  of  the  .ALCs,  under  the  guidance  and 
coordination  of  AFLC,  has  a comprehensive  shipment  planning  system~the  Shipment 
Document  Release  and  Control  System  (SDRCS-D009).  Among  its  more  attractive 
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See  Appendix  G for  a detailed  description  of  the  LOGAIR  system. 
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While  Langley  AFB  has  a limited  traffic  management  function,  we  found  it  to  be 
consistent  with  the  transportation  mission  of  the  base. 
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features  are:  1)  facilitating  quick  response  to  NORS,  999,  and  TP-1  requisitions  and 

2)  holding  to  a minimum  the  number  of  duplicate  shipments  (by  different  modes)  to  the 
same  destination.^^ 

To  supplement  the  D009  system,  Al'LC  has  designed  the  Transportation 

Automated  Routing  System  (TARS)  to  provide  mode  selection  guidance  to  routers  at  each 

ALC.  A computer  printed  report  presents,  for  each  destination  to  which  that  particular 

ALC  has  made  shipments,  such  information  as  MILSTEP  performance  data  by  carrier, 

tariff  rates  by  mode,  USPS  zone,  LOGAIR  flights  serving  tliat  destination,  etc.  It  also 

specifies  the  cheapest  mode  of  transportation  which  is  to  be  used  under  normal 
37 

circumstances. 

b.  Use  of  Parcel  Post.  Parcel  post  is  considered  another  mode  of 

transportation  at  the  ALCs  and  its  use  is  governed  by  economics  and  service.  For 

example,  Warner  Robins  ALC  has  found  that  UPS  is  generally  cheaper  and  provides  better 

service  than  USPS.  Consequently,  the  Postal  Service  is  not  used  for  shipments  under  fifty 

pounds  to  destinations  served  by  UPS.  Postal  meters  are  used  at  all  ALCs.  They  provide 

an  awareness  of  the  extent  of  USPS  services  being  purchased  and  aid  OALB  in  paying  the 
38 

indicia  bills.  (The  Air  Force  use  of  the  USPS  contrasts  sharply  witli  Army  and  Navy 
practices.) 
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See  Appendix  H for  a more  detailed  description  of  the  0009  system  along  with 
several  other  shipment  planning  systems  being  used  within  the  Federal  Government. 
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TARS  is  also  described  more  fully  in  Appendix  H. 
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The  use  of  postal  meters  was  found  to  reduce  local  mail  costs  at  Air  Force  bases. 
When  the  base  managers  became  aware  of  the  casual  and  extensive  use  of  the  USPS  and 
the  costs  involved,  they  found  more  cost  effective  alternatives  that  provided  the  same 
level  of  service. 


39 


c.  Use  of  UPS.  As  noted  above,  UPS  is  used  extensively  at  the  ALCs.  GDLs 
are  not  created  for  UPS  shipments,  they  are  moved  on  commercial  paper.  The  indicia 
fund  is  used  to  pay  for  UPS  shipments  (except  for  hazardous  material  moving  by  UPS)  as 
UPS  is  considered  an  alternative  to  parcel  post. 

d.  Use  of  FEC.  The  ALCs  use  FEC  for  high  priority  shipments  that  cannot 
be  routinely  satisfied  by  the  LOGAIR  system  or  other  commercial  air.  Again,  commercial 
forms  are  used  for  payment,  with  the  indicia  funds  supporting  such  movements  except  for 
high-priority  and  hazardous  material. 

e.  Use  of  Cop  rnercial  Forms.  As  noted  above,  commercial  forms  are  used 
in  payment  of  all  UPS  and  Federal  Express  charges. 

f.  Carrier  Performance.  The  ALCs  have  extensive  service  visibility 
through  the  TARS  guide.  The  Air  Force  monitors  all  Air  Force  receiving  activities  with 
respect  to  return  of  intransit  data  cards. 

g.  Shipment  Challenging.  There  is  a limited  effort  applied  to  tiie 
challenging  of  CONUS  air  eligible  shipments  by  the  ALCs— these  shipments,  when  not 
diverted  by  the  supply  system  parameters,  are  almost  always  considered  valid,  especially 
for  LOGAIR.  Overseas  shipments  are  chal'enged  in  accordance  with  the  criteria  described 
previously. 

h.  TO  Performance.  TO  performance  at  the  Air  Logistics  Centers  is 
continuously  monitored  by  AFLC.  The  MILSTEP  IB  Reports  are  regularly  used  to  rank  the 
ALCs.  Effective  use  of  SDT  funds,  however,  are  not  taken  into  consideration  in 
determining  the  ALC  rankings. 

i.  Organization.  The  ALCs  have  recognized  the  close  relationship  between 
transportation  and  distribution,  viz.,  that  transportation  is  a function  of  distribution. 
Consequently,  both  the  Supply  and  Transportation  Divisions  are  within  the  Directorate  of 
Distribution.  The  recognition  of  the  role  of  transportation  in  the  distribution  function  has 
resulted  in  an  extensive  computer  capability  and  considerable  materials  handling 


equipment  to  assure  that  shipment  planning,  routing,  packaging,  sorting,  and  labeling  are 
accomplished  with  a minimum  amount  of  delay,  error,  and  damage. 


IV.  EVALUATION  OF  SERVICE  SOT  PROGRAMS 


A.  BUDGET  DEVELOPMENT 

There  arc  essentially  two  different  approaches  to  development  of  the  SDT  budget  by 
the  Military  Services.  The  Navy  and  the  Marine  Cor[>s  develop  their  SDT  budgets  entirely 
at  the  Program  Manager  levels,  while  the  Army  and  Air  Force  receive  substantial  input 
from  subordinate  commands. 

While  there  arc  advantages  and  disadvantages  to  each  of  the  abo/e  approaches, 
there  does  not  appear  to  be  an  "optimum"  approach  to  developing  the  SDT  program  of  a 
Service.  The  Services  view  the  budget  cycle  as  being  a requirement  to  provide 
appropriate  data  for  program  justification.  From  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
(OSD)  viewpoint  however,  the  budget  cycle  offers  the  opportunity  to  insure  that  national 
priorities  are  being  given  proper  attention  by  the  Services.  In  the  case  of  SDT,  the  OSD 
viewpoint  is  ciitical— SDT  is  not  a program  which  is  totally  internal  to  a givt'n  Service— 
the  Services  rely  heavily  upon  the  Single  Manager  Operating  Agencies  for  satisfying  much 
of  their  transportation  requirements.  Even  outside  the  Single  Manager  Agencies,  the  SDT 
programs  offer  many  opportunities  for  trade-offs  among  various  modes  of  transportation 
and  commercial  carriers. 

Since  the  ASD(I<5cL)  is  the  principal  staff  assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in 

matters  of  transportation  and  the  Service  SDT  budget  submissions  are  his  principal  source 

of  program  visibility,  the  budget  cycle  is  critical  to  an  effective  execution  of  ASDdAL) 

transportation  responsibilities.  An  examination  of  the  Seivice  SDT  budget  submissions 

from  the  ASD(I&L)  viewpoint  revealed  several  weaknesses  in  the  budget  formats. 

Guidance  for  submission  of  SDT  program  requirements  during  the  budget  formulation 

cycle  is  contained  in  DoD  Budget  Guidance  Manual,  DoD  7110-1-M.  The  manual  specifies 
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that  the  SDT  programs  of  each  Service  be  submitted  on  Exhibit  OP-16.  Only  the  Marine 
39 

Tlie  Exhibit  is  included  in  Appendix  I. 
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Corps  adheres  to  the  full  format  of  the  OP-16,  with  the  other  Services  submitting  only 
selected  sections.  The  principal  reason  for  the  Services  deviating  from  the  OP-16  format 
is  that  individual  budget  analysts,  within  the  Program/Diidget  Office  of  the  ASD(C),  are 
assigned  to  each  Service.  Consequently,  each  Service  prepares  its  SDT  budget  submittals 
to  satisfy  the  general  requirements  of  its  OASD(C)  analyst. 

Even  though  several  variations  of  the  budget  formats  are  being  used  by  the  Services, 
this  docs  not,  as  such,  constitute  a weakness  in  the  SljT  budgeting  process.  The 
weaknesses  stem  directly  from  tfie  formats  themselves: 

- budget  data  arc  not  arrayed  in  a manner  that  adequately  explains  changes  in 
program  requirements  from  the  current  to  the  budget  year; 

- they  do  not  facilitate  a comparison  of  Service  SDT  programs; 

- they  are  not  oriented  to  a review  of  the  total  requirements  for  SDT  at  the 
OSD  level  (i.e.,  it  is  difficult  to  assess  the  total  impact  of  Service 
actions/policy  decisions  on  the  defense  transportation  system);  and 

- major  users  of  SDl  within  the  Services  are  not  identified. 

B.  FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES 

1.  Army 

The  Army  has  in  place  the  basic  systems  and  procedures  necessary  for 
effective  control  and  use  of  SDT  funds.  However,  there  are  some  minor  weaknesses  and 
inconsistencies  in  control  which  are  discussed  below. 

a.  TACOM.  Two  areas  of  concern  were  identified  at  TACOM: 
(1)  treatment  of  Foreign  Military  Sales  (FMS)  transportation,  and  (2)  handling  of  GBLs.^® 
TACOM  representatives  said  that  they  have  difficulty  in  determining 
whether  a given  GBL  should  be  charged  to  FMS  or  SDT,  unless  it  is  specifically  so 
identified.  Because  of  this  situation,  TACOM  pays  for  some  FMS  transportation  out  of  its 
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A third  area  of  concern  is  discussed  in  Appendix  3.  It  was  not  included  in  the  body 
of  the  report  because  it  is  outside  the  scope  of  the  specific  areas  being  considered. 


SDT  budget.  The  FMS  costs  then  become  part  of  TACOM's  historical  data  base  and  are 
included  in  its  budget  requirements. 

A check  with  AMC  headquarters  resulted  in  the  statement  that  "while 
TACOM  assists  in  developing  estimates  for  FMS  transportation  costs,  they  do  not  incur 
the  costs.  These  costs  are  reimbursible  expenditures  and  are  incurred  by  the  depots,  not 
TACOM." 

This  type  of  confusion  can  have  an  adverse  effect  on  both  programs  (SDT 
and  FMS).  It  is  our  understanding  that  AMC  is  trying  to  clarify  the  situation. 

In  the  movement  of  major  end  items,  which  are  directed  by  the  Inventory 
Manager  (IM),  the  TO  at  the  field  activity  preparing  the  GBL  forwards  a copy  to  the 
Comptroller  at  TACOM.  The  Comptroller  then  advances  that  amount  shown  on  the  GBL 
to  the  Army  Management  Fund.  The  Comptroller,  however,  does  not  know  a GBL  citing 
his  SDT  funds  has  been  issued  until  he  receives  a copy.  (In  a small  number  of  cases,  a copy 
is  never  received.)  This  situation  has  potential  for  lack  of  control  and  historically  has 
been  troublesome  to  TACOM. 

We  were  infortned  that  TACOM  is  the  only  Commodity  Cornir.and  that 
does  not  know  a GBL  has  been  authorized  before  actual  receipt  of  a copy.  The  other 
commands  use  a system  whereby  estimates  of  transportation  costs  are  set  aside  when  the 
IM  orders  the  move.  This  minimizes  the  potential  for  a violation  or  a sudden  deficiency  of 
funds. 

b.  FORSCOM.  Since  SDT  is  a small  portion  of  FORSCOM's  total  Operation 
and  Maintenance  Program,  the  review  and  analysis  performed  during  budget  forrnulation  is 
not  as  extensive  as  observed  elsewhere  within  Army.  While  limited  resources  together 
with  existing  priorities  may  dictate  this  situation,  it  tends  to  weaken  the  control  of 
FORSCOM's  SDT  program. 

2.  Navy 

While  the  rcspecsibility  for  virtually  all  Navy  SDT  funds  is  new  to  NAVSUP, 
that  command  is  making  an  extensive  effort  to  assume  control  of  the  program.  The  other 


Services  are  distributing  SDT  funds  and/or  attendant  responsibility  for  committing  the 
dollars.  NAVSUP  is  distributing  neither  the  funds  nor  delegating  responsibility  for  the 
effective  use  of  the  funds  to  other  Navy  commands  and/or  specific  installations.  These 
NAVSUP  practices  and  procedures  appear  to  affect  Navy's  ability  to  effectively  manage 
the  CONUS  portion  of  its  SDT  program.  Some  of  the  specific  reasons  for  making  this 
judgment  include: 

a.  Because  of  its  highly  centralized  approach  to  fund  control,  coupled  with 
a limited  data  processing  capability,  the  Navy  has  a marginal  capability  to  detect,  in  a 
timely  manner,  a potential  short-fall  in  SDT  funds. 

b.  Even  if  a potential  short-fall  has  been  identified.  Navy  does  not  have  in 
place  the  management  structure  (and  the  necessary  systems  support)  by  which  curtail- 
ments or  restrictions  on  selective  shipments  (in  order  to  stay  within  available  funds)  can 

be  effectively  executed.  Since  major  shipping  commands  and  subordinate  field  activities 
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are  not  provided  any  fiscal  guidance  by  the  Program  Manager,  Navy's  ability  to 
accomplish  these  curtailments/restrictions  in  an  effective  manner  is  questionable.^^ 

c.  An  absence  of  accountability  and  incentives  was  observed  throughout  the 
Navy  SDT  program.  NAVSUP  has  apparently  decided  not  to  issue  OPTARs  in  FY  1976.  (In 
FY  1975,  the  OPVARS  were  not  issued  until  January.)  Even  if  OPTARS  were  issued, 
current  policy  requires  little  accountability  on  the  part  of  the  receiving  commands.  These 
commands  do  not  routinely  receive  OPTAR  status  reports,  nor  have  they  any  incentive  to 


In  most  situations,  the  issuing  of  OPTARs  would  be  synonymous  with  providing 
fiscal  guidance;  however,  in  the  SDT  program,  the  OPTARs  require  no  accountability  on 
the  part  of  the  receiving  command  (this  point  is  amplified  in  reason  c.  above). 
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When  these  findings  were  briefed  to  Navy  personnel  in  November  1975,  we  were 
informed  that  NAVSUP  has  plans  to  expand  their  MIS  to  correct  this  deficiency.  However, 
the  focus  of  tlie  expanded  MIS  will  be  on  the  requisitioner  rather  than  shipping  activity.  It 
would  appear  that  Navy  may  find  this  approach  extremely  unwieldy  and  will  not  acliicve 
the  anticipated  benefit  because  of  the  numerous  requisitioners  scattered  throughout  llie 
worla. 


establish  internal  reporting  systems  whereby  they  could  monitor  their  own  SDT  program. 
Furthermore,  by  removing  responsibility  for  budget  preparation  and  funds  management 
from  these  commands,  and  their  subordinate  field  activities,  there  is  little  inducement  for 
the  comands  to  assure  that  their  field  activities  are  optimizing  their  funds  in  terms  of 
service  and  transportation  costs.  In  addition,  in  the  mind  of  the  TO,  since  financial 
management  is  not  part  of  the  measure  of  his  performance,  the  use  of  sound  traffic 
management  prac^'ices,  und_*r  certain  circumstances,  may  place  him  in  jeopardy  with  his 
superiors. 

Closely  associated  with  the  absence  of  accountability  and  incentives  in 
the  Navy  SDT  program  is  the  failure  of  NAVSUP  to  provide  appropriate  direction  to  Navy 
activities  to  promote  the  effective  use  of  SDT  funds.  Illustrative  of  tlte  lad<  of  guidance 
is  the  following  example.  On  any  week  day  it  is  possible  for  at  least  three  surface 
shipments,  all  moving  at  Less  Than  Truckload  (LTL)  rates,  to  be  made  from  Norfolk  to 
Cherry  Points  one  shipment  as  part  of  the  QUICKTRANS  system, one  from  the  Supply 
Center,  and  another  from  the  Air  Station.  In  addition,  a partial  truckload  could  also  be 
moving  between  these  two  installations  through  the  Postal  Service.  Little  attempt  is 
made  to  capitalize  upon  the  service  which  has  already  been  paid  for  (i.e.,  QUICKTRANS), 
nor  docs  there  appear  to  be  an  interest  in  evaluating  ti>e  possibility  of  consolidating 
shipments.  (Reasons  given  by  the  field  activities  for  a lack  of  interest  in  the  potential 
consolidation  of  this  traffic  include  too  much  handling  of  cargo,  accounting  problems,  and 
inadequate  visibility  of  cargo  generation). 

The  activities  involved  in  this  situation ’have  little  incentive  to  effect 
cargo  consolidation.  Furthermore,  they  do  not  have  the  overall  system  visibility  to 
achieve  minimal  service  duplication. 

^^This  158  mile  trip  is  made,  by  dedicated  truck,  five  days  per  week,  fifty-two  weeks 
each  year  as  part  of  the  QUICKTRANS  system.  The  total  annual  one-way  cost  for  this 
truck  is  almost  $50,000.  During  June  1975,  this  truck  had  an  average  utilization  factor  of 
approximately  30  percent. 


3.  Marine  Corps 

The  Marine  Corps  has  a limited  SDT  program  but  sufficient  attention  is  being 
provided  at  the  headquarters  level  to  assure  effective  use  of  the  funds.  The  guidance 
provided  by  Marine  Corps  Headquarters  along  with  the  controls  established  in  the  form  of 
Cost  Guidelines  and  reporting  requirements  provide  the  necessary  incentives  for  the  TOs 
to  monitor  their  programs  and  make  all  practical  efforts  to  obtain  the  most  from  their 
transportation  dollars. 

Air  Force 

The  Air  Force  has  established  the  financial  management  capability  necessary 
to  assure  effective  and  efficient  use  of  SDT  funds,  especially  when  considered  in 
conjunction  with  the  traffic  mnagement  function  (which  will  be  addressed  later  in  this 
report).  The  Plans  and  Programs  Division  as  principal  member  of  the  SDT  program 
management  team,  concentrates  primarily  on  reports  generated  by  the  F.xpcnse  Target 
System.  The  Expense  Target  system  is  limited  to  AFLO.  funds  spent  overseas  by  CONUS 
and  overseas  commands.  It  was  established  as  a result  of  Congressional  criti  .i:an  of  the 
open  allotment  system  used  by  AFLC  to  provide  fund  citations  'io  the  operating 
commands. 

C.  TRAFFIC  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES 

Even  though  approximately  two-thirds  of  all  SDT  dollars  (which  totaled  almost 
$1.1  billion  in  FY  1975)  are  in  support  of  overocean  movements,  much  of  the  associated 
decision  making  for  this  overocean  traffic  comes  under  the  responsibility  of  the  Single 
Manager  Operating  Agencies.  The  review  of  traffic  management  practices  in  the  Services 
was  restricted  to  decision  making  at  CONUS  shipping  activities.  In  FY  1975,  these 
activities  committed  approximately  $200  million  in  SDT  funds. 

The  traffic  management  practices  employed  by  the  Services  when  committing  these 
$200  million  vary  widely  as  evidenced  in  the  descriptions  in  the  preceding  section.  Since 
many  problems/deficiencies  arc  applicable  to  more  than  one  Service,  the  observations 
which  follow  are  summarized  by  traffic  management  function  rather  than  Military 
Service. 
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1.  Shipment  Planning 


Shipment  planning  appears  to  be  the  single  most  important  factor  in  traffic 
management.  Only  the  Air  Force  ALCs  have  comprehensive  shipment  planning  systems  to 
assist  in  the  complex  decisions  involving  consolidation,  packing,  routing,  and  che  like.  The 
TOs  at  other  activities  do  not  receive  necessary  information  in  a timely  manner  to 
expedite  their  traffic  at  minimal  cost. 

2.  Routing  Systems 

Only  the  Air  Force  has  developed  an  automated  routing  and  carrier  selection 

system.  The  TARS  Guide  assists  routers  in  mode  and  carrier  selection  based  on  past 

performance  (as  per  input  from  MILSTEP),  advantageous  tariff  structures,  schedules,  etc. 

Furthermore,  it  provides  an  opportunity  for  additional  control  of  the  mode  and  carrier 

selection  process.  The  TARS  Guide  also  assists  in  spurring  competition  among  carriers  as 
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they  know  tliat  each  route  is  continuously  under  scrutiny  by  local  managers. 

3.  Use  of  Parcel  Post 

Among  the  activities  roviev/ed,  only  the  Air  I'orce  ALCs  and  tiic  Navy  NASs 
seem  to  have  rocogni/.ed  the  advantages  to  be  gained  from  consolidating  the  responsibility 
for  parcel  post  and  regular  traffic.  The  segregation  of  these  responsibilities  invatiably 
results  in  a routine  duplication  of  shipments  to  the  came  destination  on  the  same  day  by 
different  modes.  (The  only  exception  observed  was  at  an  Army  depot  which  used  manual 
intervention  into  the  computerized  parcel  post  decision  process.)^^ 

_ 

We  have  previously  treated  routing  as  an  integral  part  of  shipment  planning; 
however,  because  of  the  significance  of  this  function,  it  is  treated  separately  here. 
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An  inquiry  at  MTMC  revealed  that  they  have  formulated  a concept  position  along 
the  TARS  line  and  are  working  toward  a system  of  this  nature.  See  Appendix  H for 
additional  information. 
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DSA  also  uses  manual  intervention  to  prevent  parcel  post  shipments  to  Army  Direct 
Supply  Support  depots. 
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4. 


Use  of  Commercial  Forms 


The  Military  Traffic  Management  Regulation  (MTMR)  specifics  the  conditions 
under  which  commercial  paper,  i.e.,  carrier  documentation,  may  be  used  in  lieu  of  a GBL. 
The  principal  conditions  are  that  the  total  estimated  transportation  charges  do  not  exceed 
5100,  use  of  the  commercial  form  is  more  efficient  and  economical,  and  both  the  origin 
and  destination  of  the  shipment  are  within  CONUS. 

The  Air  Force  is  the  only  extensive  user  of  commercial  paper.  The  Army  and 
Marine  Corps  use  commercial  forms  on  a limited  basis— the  Navy  is  in  the  process  of 
formulating  a position  on  their  use. 

The  reasons  given  for  the  limited  or  non-use  of  commercial  paper  have  not 
been  clearly  stated.  However,  two  continue  to  surface  indirectly:  (1)  the  procedures  for 
handling  commercial  paper  may  not  be  clear  and  (closely  aligned  with  the  preceding) 
(2)  there  is  indecision  (on  the  part  of  Navy)  as  to  which  fund  is  to  be  charged  (SDT  or 
indicia). 

The  use  of  commercial  paper  permits  the  shipper  services  to  use  carriers  which 
do  not  accept  the  GBL.  Some  of  these  carriers  have  been  found  to  be  attractive 
alternatives  to  carriers  already  being  used  (e.g.,  the  U S.  Postal  Service).  But,  because  of 
administrative  and  procedural  problems,  some  TOs  cannot  take  advantage  of  such  carriers. 
Furthermore,  with  the  new  dollar  limitation  on  commercial  paper,  a whole  new  spectrum 
of  commercial  carriers  is  now  potentially  available  to  the  shipper  services.  (The  Services 
have  not  yet  received  official  clearance  to  exceed  $25  as  there  is  considerable  ambiguity 
surrounding  this  new  limitation;  MTMC  issued  appropriate  guidance  to  DoD  activities  and 
then,  because  it  believed  it  may  have  exceeded  its  authority,  withdrew  the  guidance.) 
According  to  the  GAO,  the  new  dollar  limitation  also  provides  an  additional  opportunity 
for  cost  savings  because  they  have  found  that  the  cost  of  preparing  and  processing  a GBL 
is  considerably  more  than  for  commercial  paper.  (Some  activities  were  observed 
preparing  both  a GBL  and  a commercial  form  when  using  Federal  Express.) 

This  limitation  has  recently  been  raised  frotn  $25.00. 
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5.  Carrier  Performance 


The  Navy  has  not  capitalized  upon  the  carrier  performance  information  made 
available  in  the  MILSTEP  IB  Reports.  Of  the  four  Navy  installations  visited,  two  had 
little  or  no  visibility  of  the  service  they  are  providing  customers;  one  had  to  initiate  its 
own  system  in  order  to  obtain  such  information,  while  one  other  was  able  to  use  the 
MILSTEP  IB  Report  as  received  to  evaluate  carrier  performance.  Since  Navy  installations 
have  no  SDT  dollar  responsibility,  limited  service  visibility  becomes  even  more  critical 
(especially  as  TO  perf''rrnnnce  is  measured  almost  solely  on  the  number  of  consignee 
complaints). 

6.  Evaluating  TO  Performance 

Throughout  the  Military  Services,  service  to  the  requisitioner  appears  to  be  the 
principal  criterion  for  evaluating  TO  performance— measured  by  either  the  MILSTEP 
Reports  or  by  customer  complaints.  Service  is  an  incomplete  measure  because  it  fails  to 
take  into  consideration  another  critical  factor— economy  of  a traffic  management 
decision. 

To  emphasize  one  factor  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other  is  inconsistent  with  the 
objectives  of  sound  traffic  management.  If  the  TOs  are  to  consider  both  service  and 
economy  in  carrying  out  their  responsibilities,  then  they  should  be  evaluated  on  how 
effectively  they  perform  relative  to  both  factors. 

7.  Organization  and  Resorrees 

The  Air  Force  appears  to  have  given  a higher  priority  to  the  role  of 
transportation  than  have  +!.e  Aimy  and  Navy.  It  has  recognized  that  transportation  is  an 
integral  part  of  the  distribution  function.  As  a result,  there  appears  to  be  a better 
understanding  of  the  needs  of  the  transportation  function  in  meeting  mission  objectives. 
In  addition,  the  Air  Force  has  committed  extensive  resources,  both  in  software  and 
hardware  systems  support  and  in  materials  handling  equipment,  to  the  transportation 
function.  We  did  not  observe  this  degree  of  priority  or  commitment  in  the  other  Services. 
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D.  DEFENSE  SUPPLY  AGENCY 


During  the  SDT  review,  discussions  were  held  with  various  representatives  of  DSA, 
including  TOs  at  four  DSA  Defense  Depots  (three  depots  were  visited— Ogden,  Rjchmond, 
and  Tracy). 

Three  points  stand  out  as  a result  of  these  discussions; 

1)  The  direct  assignment  of  transportation  funds  to  an  installation  is  noi 
necessary  to  provide  incentives  for  sound  traffic  management.  Defense  Depot  TOs  do  not 
have  dollar  responsibility,  yet  they  perform  their  function  effectively.  If  we  were  to  rank 
the  installations  visited  on  their  traffic  management  function,  the  Defense  Depots  would 
rank  behind  the  ALCs  but  ah^ad  of  the  Army  and  Navy  installations. 

2)  TO  perfon.  •.v;e  is  monitored  by  review  of  the  MILSTEP  13  Reports  (for 
service),  cost  savings  resulting  from  successful  airlift  challenges  (for  economy),  and  the 
number  of  lines  per  GEL  (for  consolidation).  The  last  criterion  reflects  the  reasoning  t!ut 
the  more  lines  per  G3L,  the  greater  the  shipment  weight,  and  consequently  ihe  lower  the 
unit  shipping  cost. 

3)  The  Mechanization  of  Freight  Packing  and  Shipping  Terminal  (MOFAST) 

materials  handling  system  at  the  Ogden  Defense  Depot  is  the  most  extensive  and 
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automated  observed  during  the  study.  Introduction  of  this  system  at  the  depot  resulted 
in  the  General  Acccunting  Office  verifying  a work  force  reduction  of  105  people. 

Prevailing  througliout  each  of  the  above  points  is  extensive  interest  by  DSA 
management  in  the  transportation  programs. 

E.  LOG  AIR 

LOGAIR  is  an  Air  Force  contract  commercial  carrier  serving  CONUS  installations. 
The  mission  of  the  system  is  to  (1)  reduce  inventory  levels  (especially  for  high  value  items) 
through  a shortened  airlift  pipeline,  (2)  provide  rapid  transportation  of  high  priority  cargo 
to  maintain  readiness  capabilities,  and  (3)  assure  sufficient  quantities  of  reparable  items 

hQ 

See  Appendix  H for  a description  of  MOFAST. 
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at  maintenance  and  repair  facilities.  The  system  is  completely  airlift  dedicated  and 
serves  59  Air  Force  and  Navy  installations. 

LOGAIR  contracts  are  awarded  annually  and  once  the  space  is  procured,  use  of  the 
system  for  eligible  cargo  is  encouraged.  Each  base  treats  its  allocated  space  as  free  and 
attempts  to  airlift  as  much  traffic  as  is  port  litted  within  existing  priority  and  space 
guidelines.  It  is  also  presumed  througiiout  the  Service  that  the  supply  system  and 
regulations  concerning  qualified  cargo  for  airlift  have  already  screened  out  ineligible 
cargo.  As  a result,  the  historical  base  for  airlift  requirements  tends  to  be  as  large  as  the 
previous  year  and  LOGAIR  requirements  have  not  diminished  at  the  same  rate  as  other 
DoD  transportation  requirements. 

As  shown  in  Appendix  G,  an  evaluation  of  the  system  yielded  the  finding  that  if 
LOGAIR  were  an  integrated  airlift/surface  transportation  system,  savings  of  at  least 
$6.7  million  (or  13.8  percent  of  the  base  system  cost)  would  result.  Additional  savings 
may  also  be  available  by  replacing  the  L-lOO  aircraft  with  the  smaller,  less  expensive  DC-- 
9s  or  L-188s,  as  well  as  through  selective  system  reductions. 

While  these  alternatives  to  the  base  LOGAIR  system  were  not  evaluated  as 
comprehensively  as  desired,  nevertheless,  they  do  provide  an  indication  of  the  potential 
associated  with  such  system  mcdifications. 

F.  QUICKTRANS 

QUICKTRANS  is  an  integrated  Navy  contract  transportation  system  serving 
32  CONUS  installations  including  both  Navy  activities  and  MAC  aerial  ports.  The  system 
is  comprised  of  dedicated  trucks  and  aircraft  whose  mission  is  similar  to  that  of  LOGAIR 
(i.e.,  provide  rapid  transportation  of  high  priority  cargo,  etc.). 

Both  airlift  and  truck  contracts  are  awarded  annually  (the  airlift  by  MAC  and  the 
dedicated  truck  by  MTMC).  Since  users  are  not  responsible  for  transportation  funds,  the 
amount  charged  for  the  service  has  no  impact  in  a TO's  deciding  whether  or  not  to  use 
QUICKTRANS.  QUICKTRANS  has  essentially  no  airlift  challenge  procedure  since  the 


53 


space  is  available  and  diversion  to  non-QUlCKTRANS  equipment  would  increase  the  net 
cost  of  transportation. 

An  evaluation  of  the  QUICKTRANS  system,  its  objectives,  and  the  mccins  of 
obtaining  its  objectives  resulted  in  the  observation  that  the  system  is  operated  and 
managed  in  a satisfactory  mafincr,  but  that  guidance  from  the  Program  Manager  is  lacking 
in  encouraging  greater  use  of  dedicated  trucks  (see  Appendix  G).  During  3une  1975,  the 
utilization  of  QUICKTRANS  trucks  averaged  approximately  25  percent.  This  is  too  low 
especially  when  one  considers  the  amount  of  traffic  moving  in  parallel,  particularly  TP  3 
cargo.  There  is  considerable  potential  for  using  TP  3 shipments  as  filler  cargo  on  these 
dedicated  trucks.  All  such  filler  cargo  would  then  automatically  be  transported  free,  as 
the  higher  priority  regular  QUICKTRANS  cargo  has  already  economically  justified  the 
entire  truck.  However,  documenting  the  savings  available  to  the  Navy  by  increasing  i!ic 
utilization  of  QUICKTRANS  trucl<s  was  not  accomplished  due  to  time  limitations  and 
incomplete  data. 
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V.  COROLLARY  ISSUES  REQUIRING  ATTENTION 

Several  SDT-related  issues,  not  directly  within  the  scope  of  our  assignment,  were 
encountered  during  the  study.  These  issues  have  a potentially  high  impact  on  SDT  within 
the  DoD,  and  any  study  of  SDT  without  reference  to  thorn  would  constitute  an  oversight. 

A.  UNIFORM  MATERIEL  MOVEVinNT  AND  ISSUT:  PRIORITY  SYSTEM  (U VI MIPS) 

The  SDT  function  within  the  DoD,  in  effect,  responds  to  the  requirements  of  the 
requisitioner.  The  issue  priority  assigned  each  requisition  determines  the  priority  it 
receives  in  being  filled  and  tiic  priority  it  receives  in  being  shipped. 

Requisitions  assigned  issue  priorities  I through  3 Iiave  transportation  priority  (TP)  1, 
those  assigned  issue  priorities - Z are  transportation  priority  2;  and  those  assigned  issue- 
priorities  9-15  are  transportation  priority  3.  Shipments  with  cither  TP  1 or  2 are  eligible 
for  movement  by  air,  but  at  the  discretion  of  the  requistioning  Service.^*^ 

It  became  apparent  early  in  the  task  that  the  transportation  portion  of  the  UMMIPS 
system  is  being  widely  abused.  The  prevailing  belief  as  to  the  underlying  cause  of  the 
abuse  is  that  the  supply  systetn  is  often  not  responsive  to  the  requisitioner  and  therefore, 
an  exaggerated  issue  priority  is  assigned  to  assure  expedited  consideration.  To  illustrate, 
a designation  of  issue  priority  9 (i.e.,  TP  3)  on  a requisition  may  result  in  a hack  ordering 
of  the  item  (rather  than  pulling  the  item  from  the  shelf),  and  an  extended  delay  until  the 
item  is  received.  However,  by  assigning  an  issue  priority  8 (i.e.,  TP  2)  or  an  issue  priority 
3 (i.e.,  TP  1),  it  could  result  in  an  immediate  availability  of  the  item.  By  increasing  the 
priority  of  the  requisition,  the  shipment  may  become  airlift  eligible.  But  that  was  not  the 

Department  of  Defense  Directive  4410.6,  "Uniform  Materiel  Movement  and  Issue 
Priority  System  (UMMIPS),  IS  February  1971. 

^®As  noted  previously,  both  the  Army  and  Marino  Corps  move  TP  2 shiptnents 
exclusively  by  surface  mode,  while  in  the  Air  Force  and  Navy  these  shipments  are  air 
eligible. 
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intent  of  the  requisitioncr— he  wanted  to  make  sure  that  his  requisition  was  filled.  Thus, 
when  challenged  by  the  transportation  function  whether  rapid  and  costly  airlift  delivery  is 
truly  necessary,  the  user  often  accepts  a diversion  to  a surface  transportation  mode. 

Tables  10  and  11  illustrate  tliat,  under  the  existing  priority  system,  a Service  may 
not  be  applying  its  transportation  dollars  effectively  unless  it  has  adopted  an  aggressive 
airlift  challenge  procedure.  This  may  result  in  either  (1)  an  excessive  use  of  commercial 
airlift  transportation  or  (2)  excessive  sizing  of  dedicated  systems  such  as  LOGAIR  and 
QUICKTRANS, 

TABLE  10 

GENERAL  OBSERVATIONS  CONCERNING  AIRLIFT  CHALLENGES 


ACflVITY 

CONUS/EXPORT 

NAVAL  AIR  STATION,  NORFOLK 

CONUS 

1% 

NAVAL  SUPPLY  CtlNTER,  OAKLAND 

EXPORT 

oux. 

NAVAL  AIR  STATION,  AIAMELA 

BOTH 

1% 

DEFENSE  DEPOT  TRACY 

CONUS 

mi 

Savings  were  ?1, 216, 000  in  FY  75 

EXPORT 

58% 

DEFENSE  DEPOT  OGDEN 

CONUS 

85% 

WARICER  ROSINS  AIR  LOGISTICS  CENTER 

EXPORT 

83% 

♦No  data  available 


Airlift  service  is  a vital  mode  of  transportation,  but  there  is  a prevalent  opinion 
among  transportation  people,  as  a result  of  their  airlift  challenge  experience,  that  the 
UMMIPS  system  is  not  serving  the  transportation  function  as  had  been  intended. 

B.  OVERSEAS  AIRIJI-T  POLICY 

When  reviewing  the  Service  SDT  programs,  some  of  the  Services  were  found  to  be 
using  their  diversion  rates  for  cargo  destined  overseas  via  MAC  as  an  illustration  of  sound 
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traffic  management  practices.  It  also  appears  to  be  customary  practice  that  when  a 
Service  SDT  program  is  trending  toward  overspending,  curtailing  MAC  shipments  is 
frequently  a first  step  in  reducing  transportation  costs. 

From  the  Service  perspective,  the  above  practices  are  justified.  The  Services  are 
aware  that  abuses  exist  in  the  UMMIPS  priorities.  In  addition,  there  are  some  significant, 
highly  visable,  and  readily  obtainable  savings  by  diverting  shipments  from  MAC  to  MSC  (at 
least  to  the  current  year  transportation  program  of  the  Services). 

These  actions,  however,  may  not  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  DoD.  MAC'S  tariffs 
are  geared  to  a certain  level  of  cargo  generating  from  each  Service.  With  a significant 
portion  of  this  cargo  now  being  diverted  to  another  mode,  the  Airlift  Service  Industrial 
Fund  (ASIF)  cannot  operate  at  a break-even  position.  Hence,  supplemental  funds  ar?» 
required  to  cover  MAC'S  cost,  given  that  the  flying  hour  program  is  held  constant.  The 
supplemental  funds  should  theoretically  equal  the  "savings"  which  the  Services  obtained  by 
reducing  their  MAC  requirements. 

In  the  next  budget  cycle,  the  Services,  which  reduced  their  MAC  requirements  to 
stay  within  SDT  funding,  may  now  submit  requirements  consistent  with  this  new  level. 
For  the  ASIF  to  meet  operating  costs  at  this  reduced  level,  an  increase  in  tariffs  is 
required.  The  tariff  increase  could,  in  turn,  contribute  to  additional  diversions  by  the 
Services,  etc.  The  overall  result  is  an  endless  cycle  of  cargo  curtailments  and  tariff 
increases.  We  have  not  seen  a proposed  solution  to  this  cycle  which  takes  into 
consideration  the  total  requirements  of  the  DoD.  Most  of  the  proffered  solutions  have 
simply  focused  on  resolving  the  ASIF  problem  through  a direct  allotment.  However,  there 
are  many  closely  related  issues  that  must  be  resolved  prior  to  implementation  of  this 
solution.  The  dominating  issue  appears  to  be  the  approach  to  use  in  allocating  MAC 
capacity  and  its  associated  effect  on  LOGAIR  QUICKTRANS,  UMMIPS,  aerial  port 
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capacity,  and  the  Service  SDT  programs.  This  deficiency  requires  attention.^^ 

C.  SINGLE  MANAGER  OPFiRATlNG  AGENCY  PERFORMANCE 

Approximately  two-thirds  of  all  SDT  dollars  are  in  support  of  overoccan  movements. 
Most  of  the  associated  decision  making  for  this  traffic  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Single 
Manager  Operating  Agen<_<  s.  In  addition,  all  CONUS  truck  load  movements  (i.e.,  unit 
shipments  weighing  over  10,000  pounds)  arc  routed  by  MTMC.  Consequently,  these  Single 
Manager  Operating  Agencies  dominate  SDT  tnovements,  and  impact  greatly  upon  the 
effcctiv':'ness  of  the  Service  SDT  programs. 

Throughout  the  study,  there  was  considerable  concern  expressed  by  the  Services  that 
the  performance  and  role  of  these  agencies  arc  not  being  adequately  monitored.  In  many 
cases,  the  Services  stated  tliat  they  are  not  being  provided  services  commensurate  with 
the  charges  or  the  agencies  are  not  being  responsive  to  their  requirements. 

The  concern  expressed  by  the  Services  on  Single  Manager  Operating  Agency 
performance  and  their  roles  in  DoD  transportation  enhances  the  requirement  for  the 
ASD(I&L)  to  (1)  monitor  the  performance  cf  these  agencies  and  (2)  continuously  review  tlie 
respective  roles  of  these  agencies  to  insure  that  the  necessary  services  arc  being  made 
available. 


■^^This  issue  is  closely  associated  with  Objection  9,  Action  4 in  the  DoD  Management 
By  Objectives  Program  for  FY  1976. 
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VI.  RECOMMF.NDATIONS 


A.  SERVICE  SDT  PROGRAMS 
1.  Budget  Doveiopment 

There  arc  three  principal  causes  for  changes  in  SDT  funding  requirements  from 
the  current  to  the  budget  year. 

1)  Rate  Changes;  Changes  in  rates  occur  because  of  numerous  economic 
pressures  upon  commercial  carriers  and  Single  Manager  Operating 
Agencies; 

2)  Workload  Changes;  Changes  in  workload  occur  because  distribution 
patterns  are  modified  through  force  level  changes,  repositioning  of 
stocks,  and  the  like;  and 

3)  Policy  Decisions;  Service  and  OSD  policy  decisions  can  have  a direct 
effect  upon  the  total  Service  SI3T  program.  These  decisions  may  result 
in  changes  in  transportation  modes  or  workload. 

As  a means  of  more  closely  associating  the  causes  of  program  changes  with 
DT  funding  requirements,  LMI  proposes  several  supplemental  budget  exhibits.  The 
exhibits  recognize  the  responsibility  of  the  ASOOdcL)  in  matters  of  transportation  and 
provide  the  detailed  data  necessary  for  him  and  other  users,  particularly  ASD(C),  to 
review,  analyze  and  approve  an  SDT  program  that  will  more  totally  reflect  the  best 
interests  of  DoD. 

The  budget  exhibits  have  been  designed  to  assist  the  user  in: 

1)  gaining  a better  understanding  of  the  Services'  SDT  programs; 

2)  monitoring  the  impact  of  previous  actions  and  policy  decisions; 


FR^CEDI'C  page  ELA!JK-I;oT  pilm 
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3)  maintaining  a knowledge  of  the  status  and  changes  in  the  Services' 
programs;  and 

4)  promulgating  guidance  and  policy  froin  a broader  more  complete  base  of 
knowledge. 
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The  exhibits  proposed  by  LMl  appear  in  Appendix  K.  They  are  neither  complete 
nor  standard.  It  is  intended  that  each  Service  submit  a narrative  cxplanation/justification 
of  the  actions,  conditions,  and  policies  quantified  in  the  exhibits.  It  is  also  intended  that 
the  descriptions  under  Rale  and  Workload  Changes  be  consistent  among  the  Services 
although  the  descriptive  items  may  change  from  year  to  year;  and  that  the  specific  entries 
under  Policy  Change  be  completely  v/ithin  the  prerogative  of  the  individual  Services. 
Exhibit  1;  Analysis  of  Changes  in  Funding  Requirements  by  Service  and  Major  Command 
The  exhibit  displays  the  effect  of  late/workload/policy  changes  on  the  SDT 
program  of  each  Service  and  within  each  Service  by  major  command.  The  exhibit  is 
intended  to  highlight  the  causes  of  changes  in  the  SDT  programs,  and  where  they  have  the 
greatest  impact. 

Examples  sliov/ing  the  derivatior.  of  data  appearing  in  Exhibit  1 are  included  in 
Appendix  K,  page  K-12.  One  example  is  directed  toward  a rate  change,  another  toward  a 
change  in  workload,  while  the  third  provides  a description  of  a policy  decision  which  might 
appear  in  the  narrative  accompanying  the  exliibit. 

Exhibit  2;  Summary  Analysis  of  Changes  in  Funding  Requiremen'^s  by  Service 

This  exhibit  is  a summary  of  the  Service  data  appearing  on  Exhibit  1.  It  would 
be  prepared  within  the  Transportation  and  Warehousing  Policy  Directorate,  OASD(I(?cL). 
The  exhibit  is  an  aid  in  evaluating  SDT  at  the  DoD  level  and  assessing  the  impact  of 
Service  or  OSD  policy  on  the  total  DoD  program. 

^^The  specific  entries  in  the  exhibits  should  be  considered  illustrative  only. 
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Exhibit  3:  Analysis  of  Changes  in  Funding’  Requirements  by  Mode 

This  exhibit  is  to  assist  the  ASDdicL)  in  identifying  and  assessing  the  impact  of 
changes  in  transportation  modes  in  tb.e  SDT  program  of  each  Service  and  in  being 
cognizant  of  the  factors  responsible  for  the  changes.  The  der/vation  of  data  for  this 
exhibit  is  similar  to  the  examples  provided  for  Exhibit  1. 

Exhibit  4:  Summary  Analysis  of  Changes  in  Funding  Regui rcinents  1:  y Mode 

This  exhibit  is  a summary  of  the  Service  data  appearing  on  Exhibit  3.  It  would 
be  prepared  by  the  Transportation  and  Warehousing  Po'icy  Directorate,  OASD(!lVL).  The 
exhibit  would  permit  tlie  ASD(I<5cL)  to  identify  trade-offs  among  transportation  modes 
resulting  from  Service  or  OSD  decisions. 

Exhibit  5;  Track  of  Eudget  Changes 

This  exliibit  would  be  maintained  within  the  Transportation  and  Warehousing 
Policy  Directorate,  OASDdA'L),  with  assistance  from  ASD(C).  The  exhibit  would  permit 
OASD(IAL)  personnel  to  monitor  the  evolution  of  the  Service  SDT  programs  and  thus  be 
aware  of  conditions,  guidance,  and  policy  decisions  during  budget  formulation. 

RECOM ViENDA TION  1;  It  is  recommended  that  the  ASD(I’cL), 
working  with  the  ASD(C),  implement  the  proposed  SD 1' 
supplemental  budget  exhibits  during  the  FY  1977  budget  cycle. 

Instilling  greater  control  on  SDT  within  the  DoD  begin:  with  budget 
development.  LMI  believes  that  itnplcmentation  of  the  supplemental  budget  exhibits  will 
be  a significant  first  step  toward  improving  the  effectiveness  of  SDT.  However,  the 
benefits  that  can  be  garnered  from  the  exhibits  will  not  accrue  unless  OASD(Ii?cL) 
personnel  participate  fully  in  the  SDT  budget  process.  While  OASD(C)  has  an  interest  in 
and  would  be  a principal  user  of  the  exlubits,  full  value  of  the  exhibits  will  not  be  obtained 
from  Comptroller  use  only— transportation  is  only  one  of  many  responsibilities  of  the 
budget  analysts  within  OASD(C). 
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2.  SDT  Program  ManaRcrnent  Indicators 

It  appears  to  be  the  practice  of  tiie  ASDd&L)  to  focus  on  the  Service  SDT 
programs  only  during  budget  development.  The  same  factors,  however,  that  cause  changes 
in  the  program  from  year  to  year  also  cause  changes  during  the  current  year. 

There  are  only  a few  data  elements  that  need  serve  as  indicators  of  the  status 
of  an  SDT  program  during  budget  execution.  These  include  (1)  planned  and  actual 
workload  in  tons  and  dollars  (2)  a forecast  of  requirements  for  the  remainder  of  the 
current  year,  and  (3)  an  assessment  of  anticipated  rate,  or  policy  changes  during  on  the 
balance  of  the  current  year  program.  Workload  should  bo  identified  by  mode  of 
transportation  because  the  Single  Manager  Operating  Agencies  are  a basic  and  substantial 
part  of  the  SDT  progi am.  Separate  identification  by  mode  is  also  necessary  because  some 
modes  measure  workload  in  short  tons  and  others  do  so  in  measurement  tons  and  any 
summation  of  these  elements  would  obscure  any  meaningful  evaluation.  All  of  the  above 
data  are  readily  available  within  tlie  Services. 

Appendix  L gives  a sample  format  of  the  data  LMl  believes  the  ASDOeVL) 
requires  to  keep  abreast  of  the  Service  SDT  programs  during  budget  execution.  Such  data 
are  relatively  easy  to  compile  and  provide  a quick  and  comprehensive  assessment  of  the 
DoD  SDT  program. 

RECOMMENDATION  2;  It  is  recommended  that  the  ASD(I&L) 

request  the  Military  Services  to  submit  each  quarter  the  proposed 

SDT  program  management  indicators. 

3.  Financial  Management 

The  SDT  financial  rnanngen»ent  practices  of  the  Army,  Marine  Corps,  and  Air 
Force  were  found  to  be  adequate  to  assure  control  of  SDT  funds.  The  Navy  should 
strengthen  its  practices. 


As  noted  previously,  the  principal  v/eaknesses  in  the  CONUS  portion  of  the 
Navy  SDT  program  include  (1)  difficulty  of  early  detection  of  a potential  shortfall  in  SDT 
funds,  (2)  when  a shortfall  is  detected,  a limited  ability  to  take  appropriate  corrective 
action,  and  (3)  absence  of  accountability  and  incentives  throughout  the  SDT  program. 

The  following  actions  would  be  solid  moves  toward  correcting  the  deficiencies 
in  the  CONUS  portion  of  the  Navy  SDT  program: 

a.  The  Navy  should  issue  OPTARs  to  major  commaiids.  Tlie  receiving 
commands,  however,  should  be  held  accountable  and  an  OPTAR  should 
not  be  exceeded  withou*  the  approval  of  the  Program  Manager  in 
accordance  witli  the  actual  intent  of  an  OPTAR, 

b.  The  commands  receiving  OPTARs  should  provide  SDT  cost  guidelines 
(similar  id  those  issued  by  the  Marine  Corps)  to  their  major  field 
activities.  The  Program  Manager  should  be  informed  of  such  actions  foi 
reporting  and  control  purposes. 

c.  The  Program  Manager  should  provide  monthly  status  reports  to  each 
OPTAR  holder  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  of  the  MIS.  Those 
reports  should  reflect  command  and,  if  applicable,  field  activity  status 
relative  to  the  OPTARs  and  cost  guidelines. 

d.  The  Program  Manager  should  review  tite  total  SDT  program  and  make 
such  revisions  or  issue  new'  policy  so  as  to  minimize  ineffective  traffic 
management  practices  (this  could  involve  e.g.,  consolidating  the  traffic 
management  functions  at  major  field  activities  or  reemphasizing  the 
reporting  requirements  of  tltc  MILS  TCP  System). 

e.  The  Program  Manager  should  provide  the  direction  for  improvetncnt  of 
shipment  planning  in  all  Navy  activities. 
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RECOMMENDATION  3;  It  is  recommended  that  the  ASD(I(5cL) 


request  responsive  action  from  the  Navy  on  the  SDT  prograrn 
deficiencies  noted  in  this  report. 

Traffic  Management 

The  review  of  Service  traffic  management  practices  identified  several 
weaknesses  in  traffic  management  throughout  the  DoD.  Some  of  the  weaknesses  stem 
from  the  specific  practices  of  the  Services  while  others  emanate  directly  from  DoD 
policy. 

a.  Shipment  Planning 

Improving  the  shipment  planning  function  in  CONUS  installations  offers 
considerable  potential  for  reducing  transportation  costs.  Two  Air  Force  systems,  the 
Shipment  Document  Release  and  Control  System  (D009)  and  the  Transportation 
Automated  Routing  System  (TARS),  have  many  attractive  features  that  could  be 
capitalized  upon  by  the  other  Services. 

We  arc  not  advocating  the  total  adoption  of  these  systems  by  the  other 
Services.  However,  some  features  of  these  systems  could  be  incorporated  into  existing 
ystems  and  would  yield  an  overall  improvement.  The  characteristics  of  tliese  systems 
.should  be  made  available  to  traffic  managers  thoughout  the  DoD. 

RECOMMENDATION ^ It  is  recommended  that  the  ASD(I>5cL) 

sponsor  a seminar  on  shipment  planning. 

It  is  envisaged  that  the  Air  Force  v'ould  play  a prominent  role  in  the 
seminar;  however,  it  need  not  be  restricted  to  discussion  of  the  D009  and  TARS  systems. 
We  found  DSA,  MTMC,  and  the  Federal  Supply  Service  efforts  of  interest  and  propose 
that  a description  of  their  systems  be  included  on  the  agenda. 

The  seminar  should  be  attended  by  the  SDT  Program  and  Transportation 
Policy  Managers  of  the  respective  Services,  and  as  many  TOs  from  major  distribution 
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centers  as  possible.  The  presentations  should  focus  upon  the  application  of  the  systems 
and  the  associated  benefits,  with  interchanges  between  the  speakers  and  the  audience 
encouraged. 

The  seminar  should  be  considered  the  first  of  a series  focusing  on  various 
aspects  of  transportation  in  the  DoD.  Topics  of  follow-on  seminars  could  include— 
evaluating  TO  performance,  use  of  specialty  carriers  such  as  UPS  and  Federal  Fxpress, 
and  effectiveness  of  the  MILSTEP  IB  reports. 

b.  Avoidance  of  Duplicate  Shipments 

Lesser  use  of  the  U.  S.  Postal  Service  also  offers  potential  for  reducing 
transportation  costs.  In  most  of  the  activities  visited,  the  USPS  is  the  predominant 
carrier  of  small  packages.  Only  a few  activities,  however,  have  taken  the  initiative  to 
avoid  or  reduce  the  use  of  USPS  to  destinations  being  regularly  served  by  other  carriers. 
We  have  found  little  incentive  on  the  part  of  the  Services  to  take  sudi  action--different 
funds  are  involved  and,  in  many  field  activities,  the  USPS  is  considered  free  transportation 
in  that  neither  the  activity  nor  the  SDT  program  pays  fot  the  service. 

RECOMMENDATION  3;  It  is  recommended  that  the  ASD(IiL) 
request  from  each  of  the  Military  Departments  aitd  DSA  a time 
phased  plan  for  increasing  the  cost  effectiveness  of  small  package 
movements  to  destinations  which  are  being  regularly  served  by  both 
the  USPS  and  other  carriers, 
c.  Commercial  Paper 

There  are  two  issues  related  to  the  use  of  commercial  paper 
'vhich  require  direction  from  the  ASDd&L).  The  first  is  which  fund  (SDT  or 
indicia)  should  be  cited  on  the  forms.  This  decision  is  now  loft  to  the 
individual  Services.  As  a result,  practices  vary  throughout  the  DoD  (including 
SDT  funds  being  cited  on  all  commercial  forms,  both  SDT  and  indicia  funds 
being  cited,  and  only  indicia  funds  being  cited). 
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While  these  varied  practices  are  not  detrimental  to  the  SDT 
programs  of  the  Services,  they  may  eventually  have  a negative  impact  on  the 
ability  of  the  ASD(1(V.L)  to  implement  effective  future  policy.  This  is 
especially  critical  if  portions  of  separate  funds  are  supporting  similar 
programs.  In  addition,  since  SDT  funds  are  to  support  all  secondary 
movements  of  military  cargo,  then  the  indicia  fund  should  not  be  cited  on 
commercial  forms  used  in  such  movements. 

This  inconsistency  between  the  Services  can  weaken  the 
structure  of  both  the  SDT  and  indicia  programs  and  create  unnecessary 
complexities  for  the  ASD(I(5cL)  in  carrying  out  assigned  transportation 
responsibilities. 

RECOMMENDATION  6;  It  is  recommended  that  the  ASDd&L),  in 
conjunction  with  the  ASD(C),  determine  the  advisability  of 
promulating  guidance  to  the  Services  for  the  citing  of  SDT  funds  on 
all  commercial  transporiatloti  forms. 

The  second  commercial  forms  issue  is  the  ambiquity  surrounding  the  nv,\v 
dollar  limitation.  The  maxi:r;uin  limit  on  commercial  forms  recently  has  been  raised  from 
$25  to  $100  per  GBL  by  the  Comptroller  General.  Shortly  thereafter,  MTMC  issued 
guidance  to  the  Services,  and  then  withdrew  the  guidance  because  it  felt  it  may  have 
exceeded  its  authority.  There  are  many  benefits  whicli  can  be  available  to  the  DoD  from 
the  new  dollar  limitation  (including  reduced  processing  costs  and  additional  flexibility  to 
the  local  transportation  officers  in  carrier  selection).  In  order  to  take  advantage  of  these 
benefits,  it  is  suggested  that  the  ASD(l(5cL)  pursue  this  fund  limitation  issue  to  determine 
its  exact  status  and  to  work  toward  an  early  implementation  within  the  DoD. 
d.  LOG  AIR 

LOGAIR  is  airlift  dedicated.  The  Air  Force  position  is  that  only  airlift 
can  provide  the  shortest  possible  transportation  pipeline  and  thereby  reduce  stock  levels 
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while  still  maintaining  the  required  level  of  readiness.  Our  review  of  the  LOGAIR  system, 
the  general  traffic  management  characteristics  of  transportation  requirements  in  CONUS, 
and  UMMIPS  indicates  that  the  Air  Force  position  on  a CONUS  dedicated  airlift  system  is 
oversimplified. 

The  assumptions  delineated  in  Appendix  G and  the  resulting  analysis  of 
alternatives  to  the  current  system  indicate  that  substantial  savings  arc  possible  through 
consideration  of  an  integrated  LOGAIR  systetn,  i.e.,  aircraft  and  dedicated  truck,  and 
other  variations  to  the  present  system. 

RECOMMENDATION  7;  It  is  recommended  that  the  ASD(!&L) 
request  tie  Air  Force  to  develop  plans  for  modifying  the  LOGAIR 
system  into  an  integrated  air/surface  transportation  system,  along 
the  lines  discussed  in  Appendix  G,  for  the  FY  1978  budget 
submission, 
e.  QUICKTRANS 

QUICKTRANS  is  an  integrated  air  and  surface  transportation  system. 
The  Navy  has  found  tiiat  such  an  integrated  system  can  be  economical.  Our  analysis  of 
the  QUICKTRANS  system  and  Navy  traffic  management  procedures  has  shown  that  the 
dedicated  truck  portion  of  QUICKTRANS  is  substantially  underutilized.  There  is 
considerable  cargo  moving  between  the  points  to  which  QUICKTRANS  provides  dedicated 
truck  service  which  could  be  consolidated  with  the  QUICKTRANS  cargo  so  as  to  reduce 
overall  transportation  costs.  However,  there  are  few  incentives  for  Navy  TOs  to  seek  out 
such  consolidations. 

RECOMMENDATION  8;  It  is  recommended  that  ASD(I&L)  request 
the  Navy  to  provide  guidance  to  its  field  activities  which  will 
increase  the  utilization  of  QUICKTR.\NS  trucks  and  thereby  reduce 
total  transportation  costs. 
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B.  COROLLARY  ISSUES  REQUIRING  ATTENTION 


1.  UMMIPS  Abuse 

There  is  considerable  evidence  that  the  UMMIPS  priorities  are  being 
consistently  abused  by  the  Services.  Since  the  UMMIPS  issue  priority  also  implies  the 
associated  transportation  priority  of  each  shipment,  the  shipper  service  must  have  an 
aggressive  shipment  challenge  system  to  avoid  incurring  unnecessarily  large  transportation 
costs. 

A requirement  exists  to  reevaluate  the  current  UMMIPS  stucture  to  determine 
whether  the  system  can  be  made  more  effective.  Two  potential  alternatives  to  the 
current  system  appear  to  have  significant  potential:  (1)  a system  in  which  the  issue  and 
transportation  priorities  would  be  individually  specified  and  (2)  a variation  of  the  above, 
but  the  transportation  priorities  would  be  different  for  intra-CONUS  and  overseas 
shipments. 

RECOMMENDATION  9:  It  is  recommended  that  the  ASD(I(5cL) 

initiate  a study  of  the  UMMIPS  system  to  determine  if  the  overall 
structure  of  shipment  priorities  can  be  made  more  consistent  with 
current  supply  and  transportation  requirements. 

2.  Airlift  Policy 

Di  scussions  with  Service  representatives  on  what  actions  they  would  take  given 
a potential  SDT  fund  shortage  revealed  that  most  of  them  would  either  institute  more 
aggressive  challenge  criteria  for  MAC  eligible  cargo  or  automatically  divert  certain 
materiel  to  a surface  mode.  Such  actions  could  trigger  another  round  of  ASIF  tariff 
increases  leading  to  additional  cargo  diversion,  and  the  cycle  would  repeat.  It  is 
recognized  that  this  cycle  has  been  of  considerable  interest,  and  has  also  been  the  focus  of 
many  specific  proposals.  Most  of  the  proposals  are  directed  specifically  to  the  ASIF 
problem  and  have  not  been  formulated  within  the  context  of  the  total  defense 
transportation  system. 
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RECOMMENDATION  10;  It  is  recommended  that  the  ASD(I(5cL) 


Initiate  an  intensive  study  of  airlift  policy.  The  study  should  be 
structured  so  that  't  nrnvides  the  ASD(I(5cL)  with  a comprehensive 
analysis  of  the  numerous  proposals  now  extant  within  the  DoD. 
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APPENDIX  A 


ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON,  D.C.  30301 

iNSTAUAiioNj  AMO locijtici  DATE:  13  August  1974 

TASK  ORDER  SD-321-33 
(Task  75-4) 

1.  Pursuant  to  Articles  E-1  and  E-3  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Contract  No.  SD-3?.l  with  the  Logistics  Management  Institute,  tl'.c  Institute 
is  requested  to  undertake  the  following  task: 

• 

A,  TI TLE:  Second  Destination  Transportation 

B.  BACKG ROUND:  The  administration  and  manarement  of  Second 

De  slination  Transportation  is  primarily  the  responsibility  of  each  of  the 
Military  Departments  or  Defense  agency.  However,  that  responsibility 
may  be  affected  by  other  DoD  components:  such  as  actions  taken  by  the 

DoD  Transportation  Single  Manager  agencies;  management  controls  each 
DoD  component  e.\crciscs  over  its  second  destination  transportation  program 
and  budget;  and  the  delegation  of  traffic  m.anagcment  responsibilities  to  the 
Shipper  Service.  Therefore,  Second  Destination  Transportation  funds  may 
not  be  used  most  effectively. 

SCOPE  OF  V/ORK:  LMI  is  requested  to  review  the  current 
funding,  managemcm,  planning,  route  and  mode  selection  of  Second  Dcslir.aiion 
Tr  ansportalion.  The  study  will  determine  whether  cost  effectiveness  is  being 
achieved  by  DoD  components  in  their  use  of  Second  Destination  Transport.aiion. 

Spe  cific  areas  to  bo  examined  concerning  the  DoD  use  of  Second  Destination 
Transportation  action  should  include:  management  controls  established  for 

programming  and  budgeting;  obligation  and  expenditure  reporting  systems; 
criteria  used  for  selection  of  carriers  and  modes  of  transportation;  extent  of 
crosshauling  and  backh.auling;  consolidation  of  shipments;  adequacy  of  guidance 
provided  to  transportation  officers,  contractors,  and  other  authorized  shippers 
(volume  and  small  shipment  traffic)  on  routing  DoD  shipments;  and  consideration 
of  traffic  management  in  site  selection,  activation,  expansion,  or  reduction  of 
facilit  ics. 

The  study  will  be  conducted  in  two  phases.  Phase  1 will  consist  of  a detailed 
definition  of  the  objectives,  scope  and  mctliodology  to  be  used  during  Phase 
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TASK  ORDER  SD-321-33 
(Task  75-4) 


2.  The  Sponsor  of  this  study  is  the  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Supply,  Maintenance  and  Services) . 

3.  SCHEDUT.E ; LMI  will  begin  v;ork  on  this  task  on 

2 September  1974.  A report  of  Phase  1 will  bo  provided 
by  11  October  1974.  Subject  to  adjustraont  as  a result 
of  Phase  1 findings,  an  oral  progress  report  will  bo 
made  on  31  January  1975  and  the  final  report  v/ill  be 
completed  by  30  Juno  1975. 
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APPENDIX  B 


TRANSPORTATION  DIRECTIVES  AND  INSTRUCTIONS 


Number 

1.  DoDI1336.i> 

2.  DoDD  3005.7 

3.  DoDD  iiOOO.25 

tt.  DoDUlOO.U 

5.  DoDMlOO.31 

6.  DoDD  if  1 20. 1 5 

7.  DoDUlif5.5 

8.  DoDI  iflif5.I9 

9.  DoDD  ifif  10.6 

10.  DoDU500.1 

11.  DoDDif500.2 

12.  DoDD  i/500.9 

13.  DoDI  i/500.17 

li/.  DoDD  i/500.3i/ 

15.  DoDl  i/500.35 

16.  DoDD  i/500.36 


Subject 


Military  Stand-by  Authorization  for  Commercial  Air  Travel 
(DD  Form  1580),  November  21,  1966 

Emergency  Requirements,  Allocations,  Priorities,  and  Permits  for 
DoD  Use  of  Domestic  Civil  Transportation,  May  7,  1968 

/Administration  of  Military  Standard  Logistics  Data  Systems, 
March  23,  1971 

Packaging  of  Materiel,  November  21,  1973 

Reports  on  Single  Manager  Operations,  September  2,  1960 

Designating  and  Naming  Military  Aircraft,  Rockets,  and  Guided 
Missiles,  November  2^,  1971 

Storage  Space  Management  Report  (DD  Form  805),  May  10,  197^/ 

Storage  and  Warehousing  Facilities,  December  11,  i969 

Uniform  Materiel  Movement  and  Issue  Priority  System  (UMMIPS), 
February  18,  1971 

Handling/Air  Route  Decisions  Requiring  the  President's  Approval, 
October  8,  1954 

Land  Transportation  Within  Areas  Outside  the  Continental  U.  S., 
June  27,  1972 

Transportation  and  Traffic  Management,  November  29,  1971 

Proceedings  Before  Transportation  Regulatory  Bodies,  January  16, 
1969 

Shipment  and  Storage  of  Personal  Proeerty,  October  22,  1970 

Processing  and  Shipping  DoD  Sponsored  Retrograde  Materiel 
Destined  for  Shipment  to  the  U.  S.,  its  Territories,  Trusts,  and 
Possessions,  September  26,  1970 

Management,  Acquisition,  and  Use  of  Motor  Vehicles,  July  30,  1974 
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17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


2^. 


25. 


26. 


2* . 


28. 


25. 


30. 


31. 


DoDI  4500.37 

DoDl  4500.38 
DoDI  4515.7 

DoDD  4515.13 

DoDD  4540.1 

DoDD  4635.1 

DoDI  5030.3 

DoDD  5030.19 
DoDD  5126.22 

DoDD  5126.9 

DoDD  5160.2 
DoDD  5160.10 

DoDD  5160.53 

DoDD  5160.60 
DoDD  5500.9 


Ownership  and  Use  of  Containers  for  Surface  Transportation  and 
Configuration  of  Shelters/Spccial  Purpose  Vans,  October  5,  1972 

Administrative  Support  Air  Transportation,  February  12,  1973 

Use  of  Motor  Transportation  and  Scheduled  DoD  Bus  Service  in  the 
National  Capital  Region,  August  II,  1972 

Transportation  by  Department  of  Defense  Owned  and  Controlled 
Aircraft,  October  31,  1970 

Operating  Procedures  for  U.  S.  Military  Aircraft  Over  the  High 
Seas,  June  23,  1962 

Department  of  Defense  Postal  Operations  and  Related  Services, 
August  1,  1973 

Memorandum  of  Agreement  Between  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  Department  of  Commerce,  Dealing  with  Utilisation,  Transfer, 
and  Allocation  of  Merchant  Ships,  October  20,  1954 

DoD  Responsibilities  on  Federal  Aviation  Matters,  August  6,  1971 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Installations  and  Logistics), 
January  30,  1961 

Exemption  Under  Title  II,  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  - Transportation  and  Traffic  Management,  October  2, 
1954 

Single  Manager  Assignment  for  Airlift  Service,  Oi,.  tober  17,  1973 

Single  Manager  Assignment  for  Ocean  Transportation,  March  24, 
1967 

Single  Manager  Assignment  for  Military  Traffic,  Land 
Transportation,  and  Common-User  Ocean  Terminals,  March  24, 
1967 

Highways  for  National  Defense,  April  26,  1973 

Carrying  Deadly  or  Dangerous  Weapons  Aboard  Commercial 
Aircraft,  June  2,  1962 
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APPENDIX  C 


ARMY  SDT  TERMINOLOGY^ 


LAND  TRANSPORTATION 


Providos  for  procurement  of  inland  transportation,  worldwide,  except  Southeast  Asia,  for 
U.  S.  troop  support  cargo,  including  Tabic  of  Organization  and  Equipment  (TO>5cE)  of 
military  units  on  Permanent  Change  of  Station  (PCS).  It  excludes  the  initial  shipment 
from  production  to  either  a CONUS  depot,  CONUS  customer,  or  CONUS  port.  Also 
excluded  are  Stock  Fund  items  (except  for  certain  returns). 

AIR  TRANSPORTATION  - MAC 


These  dollar  amounts  provide  for  worldwide  reimbursement  to  the  Military  Airlift 
Command  (MAC)  for  all  U.  S.  troop  support  cargo,  Army  and  Air  Force  Exchange  (AAFE) 
cargo,  APO  Mail,  Table  of  Organization  and  Equipment  (TOi5fE)  of  military  units  on 
Permanent  Change  of  Station,  and  civilian  personnel  on  PCS,  their  dependents  and 
personal  property. 

AIR  TRANSPORTATION  - COMMERCIAL 


FVovides  for  worldwide  movement  by  Commercial  Airlift  of  APO  Mail  and  troop  support 
cargo. 

CONUS  PORT  TRANSSHIPMENT  - MTMC 


Provides  funds  for  reimbursing  the  Military  Traffic  Management  Command  (MTMC)  Army 
Industrial  Fund  (AIF)  for  services  performed  in  connection  with  CONUS  port 
transshipment  of  U.  S.  troop  support  cargo  including  Table  of  Organization  and  Equipment 
(TO(^E)  of  military  units  on  Permanent  Change  of  Station  (PCS)  and  Army  and  Air  Force 
Exchange  (AAFE)  cargo.  The  "Special  Missions"  cost,  which  is  a catch-all  for  all  items  not 
specifically  related  to  pre-determined  rates,  is  projected  based  on  historical  experience. 
Special  missions  does  include  $72, ^^00  each  year  to  exercise  non  revenue  generating  DFRIF 
cars  held  for  mobilization  purposes. 

SEA  TRANSPORTATION  - MSC 

The  dry  cargo  amounts  provides  for  reimbursing  the  Military  Sealift  Command  (MSC)  for 
U.  S.  troop  support  movements  worldwide  and  miscellaneous  per  diem  charges.  The  bulk 
POL  cost  is  overseas  intra-theater  shiprnents  of  Army  owned  POL.  The  FAMF  costs  are 
basically  reimbursement  to  MSC  for  the  civilian  crew,  dockage  fees,  and  utilities  on  the 
Corpus  Christi  Bay.  The  FAMF  left  Vietnam  in  October  of  1972  and  arrived  at  Corpus 
Christi  on  19  December  1972.  The  FY  1974  and  FY  1975  dollar  amounts  assumes  the 
FAMF  will  remain  at  Corpus  Christi. 


^Provided  by  DCSLOG  personnel,  15  April  1975. 
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OVERSEA  WATER  PORTS 


Includes  all  functions  in  the  overseas  water  ports  pertaining  to  the  receipt  and  ship-nent  of 
cargo.  This  includes  administration,  documentation,  processing  temporary  storage,  cargo 
handling  material,  and  stevedoring. 

OTHER  TRANSPORTATION  FACILITIES 


Thru  Government  Bill  of  Lading  (TGliL)  provides  for  cornmercial  transportation  of  cargo, 
exclusive  of  household  goods  of  military  personnel  between  CONUS  and  oversea  areas. 
This  is  a combination  of  land,  air,  and  sea  transportation  media  on  a single  bill  of  lading. 
Rental  and  lease  of  transportation  equipment  is  for  tani;  and  refrigerator  r.ail  cars,  TDY 
and  incidental  costs  for  Fly-Away  of  Army  Aircraft  to  or  from  Depot  Maintenance  shops 
and  helicopter  transportation  costs  associated  witit  the  closing  of  Nil<e-Hercules  sites, 
"Other"  represents  cost  of  operating  transportation  installations  other  than  ports, 
terminals  and  their  subinstallations. 


APPENDIX  D 


NAVY  SDT  TERMINOLOGY* 


LAND  TRANSPORTATION 

Inland  Commercial  cargo: 


AIR  TRANSPORTATION  - MAC 
Channel  Traffic  cargo: 


Overseas  Mail: 


Special  Assignment: 


The  movement  of  materia!  within  the  CONUS 
via  commercial  motor,  water,  and  rail 
transport. 


Regularly  scheduled,  point  to  point  movement 
of  cargo  over  routes  established  by  MAC 
using  either  military  or  coinmercial  aircraft. 

FPO  mail  carried  in  MAC  aircraft  to 
destinations  where  there  is  no  regularly 
scheduled,  American  flag,  airline  service. 

Exclusive  use  of  aircraft  to  meet  special 
cargo  consideratiotis  of  pickup,  delivery, 
classification  and  off  route  '^''rvice 
requireinents. 


AIR  TRANSPORTATION  - COMMERCIAL 


Commercial  Overseas  Mail:  Navy  mail  being  moved  overseas  on  American 

flag  commercial  airlines. 

QUICKTRANS:  Commercial  contract  cargo  airlift  service 

operating  within  CONUS  to  provide  expedited 
movetnent  for  high-priority  fleet  support. 
Dedicated  truck  service  is  used  to  augment 
and  interface  with  the  airlift  service  when 
feasible. 


CONUS  PORT  TRANSSHIPMENT  - MTMC 


Terminal  Services: 


Charges  for  the  movement  of  Na.vy  cargo 
through  military  operated  ocean  terminals  in 


CONUS. 


SEA  TRANSPORTATION  - MSC 
Ocean  Cargo: 


Regularly  scheduled,  port  to  port  movement 
of  cargo  over  routes  established  by  MSC  using 
either  military  or  commercial  ships. 


* Provided  by  MAVSUP  personnel,  22  April  1975. 
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Navy  Exchange  Cargo: 

Overseas  Mail: 

Per  Diem: 

POL  Japan: 


Material  moved  for  the  commissaries  and 
Navy  exchanges. 

Low  priority  FPO  surface  tnail. 

Charges  for  special  voyages  or  diversion  of  a 
ship  because  of  a special  lift  requirement  of 
Navy  as  authorized  snipper  service.  Charges 
are  levied  on  a daily  basis  from  the  time  the 
ship  leaves  its  regular  service  until  it  returns. 

Obsolete  beginning  in  FY  76. 


APPENDIX  E 


AIR  FORCE  SDT  COST  ELEMENTS  BY  MODE 

The  total  Air  Force  SDT  program  for  FY  1975  was  summarized  by  mode  in  Tabic  7. 
The  following  provides  the  specific  costs  that  are  included  in  each  mode. 

LAND  TRANSPORTATION 

Ammunition  - CONUS  movement  only 
Missile  - CONUS  movement  only 
Cargo  - CONUS  movement  only 
Commercial  Surface  - within  overseas  areas 
AIR  TRANSPORTATION  - MAC 
Cargo  - channel  traffic 
Base  Exchange  - channel  traffic 
APO  Mail  (Military)  - channel  traffic 
Motion  Picture  - channel  traffic 
Special  Assignment  Missions 
Unit  Rotations  and  Exercises,  ASIF  - overseas 
Other  ASIF  Transportation  - overseas 
AIR  TRANSPORTATION  - COMMERCIAL 
APO  Mail 

I 

Cargo 

SAS  Contracts 
LOGAIR 

Commercial  Air  - overseas 
CONUS  PORT  TRANSSHIPMENT  - MTMC 
Ammunition  - stevedoring 
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Base  Exchange  - stevedoring 
General  Cargo  - stevedoring 
SEA  TRANSPORTATION  - MSC 
Ammunition 
Base  Exchange 
General  Cargo 
POL 

Per  Diem  and  Vessel  Retention 
OTHER 

Overseas  stevedoring 


Overseas  - other  costs 


APPENDIX  F 


QUICKTRANS  COST  EVALUATION 

A.  SYSTEM  DESCRIPTION 

QUICKTRANS  is  a Navy  sponsored,  commercially  operated,  transportation  system 
utilizing  dedicated  trucks  and  aircraft.  It  currently  serves  32  CONUS  installations 
including  two  Air  Force  Bases  and  five  aerial  ports.  Exhibit  F-1  depicts  the  route 
structure  for  FY  1976,  while  Table  F-I  provides  such  information  as  installation  served, 
frequency  of  service,  and  cost  of  each  route  in  the  system.  The  dedicated  truck  contracts 
arc  negotiated  and  procured  by  MTMC,  while  MAC  provides  the  same  service  for  the 
airlift  contracts.  The  trucks  are  40  foot,  20  ton-capacity  units  except  on  the  West  Coast 
where  27  foot  tandem  units  may  be  employed.  The  aircraft  used  in  the  system  is  the  L- 
100,  which  has  a 23  ton  capacity,  including  nets  and  pallets. 

The  objectives  of  the  system  are  to  reduce  inventory  levels,  provide  rapid 
transportation  for  high  priority  items,  and  assure  timely  and  sufficient  material  for 
maintenance  activities.  The  QUICKTRANS  system  is  a free-flow  operation  in  that  few 
shipments  (other  than  those  which  are  excessive  in  number  or  weight)  are  challenged. 

The  Navy  Material  Transportation  Office,  Norfolk,  Virginia  is  responsible  for 
developing  QUICKTRANS  requirements  and  monitoring  system  operations. 

B.  DEVELOPMENT  OF  REQUIREMENTS 

Movement  requirements  are  developed  at  NAVMTO  from  historical  data  plus  known 
changes  in  activity  realignments,  rates,  and  the  like.  Initially,  a total  matrix  of  expected 
work  is  generated  (the  previous  FY  workload  is  frequently  used).  The  workload  for 
origins/destinations  served  by  truck  are  then  extracted.  Then,  using  an  aircraft  utilization 
factor  of  75  percent,  an  aircraft  route  structure  is  developed.  Preparation  of  the 
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1‘AkT  A;  fiilV'K'l. 

bv  jtain; 

KO'JTi: 

ir;sVi\i  r/.'j  lo  .j  ii  i:.-. 

SfMV.'t  ') 



H 1 1.  y.Cr: 

■lAl 

C(  :-T 

70)/702 

Dll  1-. 

C'orpu  . Chri''.l.i 

KCiUUd  Vl  3 p 
D.iily,  ru-TIl 

lib'l 

00 

!2? 

r-  i.'l.ord  M'P 
V.li  ii’.l'oy 

Pound  *1*1  ij* 
Daily,  M-1 

170 

O 

O 

:;rrl.t  r<i  AKli 
Ml  r iiK  r ion 

PcAiJKl  Trip 
iKii  1y,  K|-j* 

1(!& 

223.00 

Ts\/m 

fi-tU  l)t'.:tro 

l.f.  i.<i  n-'.v-h 
C) 'ncii'J 
i:oc,  f).iMond 
Travu!  AI'Il 

lioiind  'I’rip 
llaily,  r.  1 
(-Ui'i  houi  - 
for  » i''li 
rouiici  trip) 

) ,1  7.3 

7/0.00 

733/73-1 

O.Mi  Ui<^')0 
R)!V|  Hooch 
Oxncu  U 

Ho  11  ml  'J’l  ip 
D.oily,  M f 

302 

:>-;f..oo 

7 3r./736 

i.r;c,  o.  vi  tid 

■il.ovi:.  .'.VII 

IKMiml  Trip 
Piily,  ru'  Til 

10& 

103.00 

73A/7 

rinc,  o.ii. ‘..McJ 
Tiiiv.A-  ;.i  i; 

on-  V.’oy,  r 
oini  .0/1  only 

03 

io.i.00  1 

737/730 

‘i’ruv»‘.  /.Kli 
'1  .'-crc 

llouivl  Ti  ip 
D.iily,  I!*K 

-no 

3lm  . ( J 

1 

74] 

I't  v-'r  2 I i' 
N'.’v/ 

11  1 V 1 ; V ' 1 K' 
C’u  .'Ir,  .',1 

o iO  W.iy 
D.iily,  M r 

-100 

-17".  00 

7'12 

C’l  <']  . S .1 

D.jv  1 ..  V 1 1 K' 
I.r'F'i'.'u 
I r M’h 

One  V?a/ 

I)<:i  ly.  VI  f'A 

4./0 

-17".  00 

7<!./7<1f. 

IV;'  r a:  IJ 
f.cCu.'H’  Al'P. 

rioun  l 'JT-p 
11,1  ily,  ri-m 

21,1 

2|10.00 

7-17/7-;o 

3X>v»m  I,'l\ 

.AoY  , ti-  . l.uU-J-  h,'.. 

Ut  ui'.rl  Tl  'p 
D 1 i 1 > , i'#*4 

1-10 

300.00 

V-'.O/VOO 

, I .1 ' J.kI.'I pVi j A 

KoiiMfi  Trip 
i.viily,  ]'.-]■ 

J.P. 

-110.  00 

i vj  s 
Clu-i  ry 

Kov!ul  '1  • i p 
JK.  ily,  M-r 

aiO 

3/ 2. 00 

703/70-1 

A’or  foil. 

kjvir 

NSY,  'Ml,  D.  C. 

PuJMcl  'i  j jp 
1.1,13  ly,  M ) 

3 '00 

330.00 

700 

r^-rfol; 

D.pIi  i <1 1 1 11 
] .id  1 .ir.li  %4ti 
1 »•  c n ",  :i  1 :o  •'»  i 

Om  l%.»y,  ?}, 
W,  a!ii)  i* 

100 

Of 

70(. 

|\4 1 ii:*  iiL  jl  i\ fi' 
i (k1  j «i!i  H «iii 
It  di  1 li 

Ciii.  V.  ly 
TII  .11.1  ill 

J tIO 

fOfi.OO 

i...,-.oi: 

TABLE  F-1  (Cont'd) 


PART  11:  IlY  AIR 

n.iGiiT  mr.!ii;u 

1 N.'.'i'A  1 . 1 A Ti ' j N ;;  /(•  1 T T Pi; 

PKtCH'KIICy 

SKUVI  D 

us 

ijovi  Am 
IJOi  lolk 
Travi.^  AKH 

Dund.iy 

116 

Travi;;  AI*U 
NcrUi 

IfiJiaii.iiKi]  i <: 

NorfoJK 
Ch«ii  lorlon 
Norfolk 
lX>vt>i*  AFU 

Monday 

liv 

Do>'«.  l Aril 
Moifolk 
Travin  Al  l! 

Monday 

lUI 

Travir.  Allt 
Nortli  Island 
lndiaiia|iol  is 
Norlolk 
Cliarloet-oii 
Nor  I o 1 k 
Dover  Am 

.Sunday 

141 

Dover  Arn 

D.-'ily,  Wednesday 

Norfolk 
IndianapoUs 
Treavis  Am 

Ihi u Saturday 

142 

Travis  Am 

l>uijy,  Tuesday 

Indianapol i s 
Dover  AI  D 

tiiiu  Friday 

155 

Dover  Am 

Dally.  Tacsd..y 

Norioll; 
Clurjoston 
ilackKonw  j llo 
Pensacola 
Da] las 

l.ortli  Ir.lanil 
Travi‘>  AFll 

thru  Saturday 

150 

Travis  Am 

Daily,  Tuesday 

Noi'ih  Island 
Dallas 
Pensacol a 
.lacksonvi  1 le 
fliai  lt:sl(.n 
Norfolk 

thru  S.'luid.iv 

212 

Trnvin  ADD 
McCIioi  C AKD 
Travis  Al'il 

Sunday 

242 

Travir.  A1  n 

ikiily,  Tuonday 

UcChoid  Al  l' 

thru  Friday 

Travir  Ain 

PAHT 

c:  1jC>c:/uu  fijOUiua  cw;i(A'no:i 

ROUTK  Nnyi3i;R 

iNSVAi,i/ii  io:j,./v  rj'  i i:.s 

FRK01'1:MCY 

SHUVI’D 

L3Q 

0«ickronv  i 1 )o 

ir.ily,  Monday 

Patrick  AID 
Key  West 
McDill* 

thru  Friday* 

Jacksonville 

r.cDill 

Am  to  J.ickfionvil  Ic  HAF 

i r.  ]>y  1 1 uck  , all 

ot >»or  seivirt  is  by 

4iir,  Vrwfk  Lorvict*  is  pioviJ<»l  cLuJy, 

Tuesday  thru  55^1  tnib"' 

y- 

1 

requirements  matrix  and  the  airlift  route  structure  is  currently  a manual  operation; 
however  a computer  program  at  the  Navy  Ship  Development  Center,  Carderock,  Maryland 
was  used  to  verify  that  the  route  structure  ultimately  selected  for  FY  1976  was  the  best 
of  several  under  consideration.  The  route  structure  is  then  priced  at  the  previous  year's 
rate  plus  an  estimated  fuel  iurcharge.  It  is  then  submitted  to  NAVSUP  for  review  and 
approval. 

C.  MONITORING  AND  CONTROLLING  THE  SYSTEM 

NAVMTO  monitors  the  system  through  a series  of  reports  which  enables  them  to 
maintain  a close  awareness  of  system  costs,  utilization,  and  performance.  The  major 
system  reports  include  the: 

- QUICKTRANS  Segment  Report  which  provides  monthly  data  on  each 
segment  of  the  system  concerning  frequency  of  operation,  tonnage  lifted, 
and  aircraft  utilization; 

- Transit  Analysis  Report  which  provides  monthly  data  on  transit  time 
performance  by  priority  from  each  QUICKTRANS  origin  station  to  all 
QUICKTRANS  destination  stations;  and 

- Conimercial  Movement  Summary  Report  which  provides  monthly  dedicated 
truck  data  including  volume  of  cargo  moved  by  weight  and  cube  and  unit 
cost  information. 

At  the  close  of  each  month,  the  total  system  cost-per-pound-mile  for  that  month  is 
estimated  and  5 percent  is  added  to  cover  unforeseen  costs.  All  users  of  QUICKTRANS 
in  the  following  month  are  cliarged  at  this  cost-per-pound-mile  rate,  regardless  whether 
their  cargo  is  moved  by  air,  truck,  or  a combination  of  modes.  By  following  this 
procedure,  QUICKTRANS  management  is  assured  of  breaking  even  during  each  FY. 

D.  FINDINGS  .'vND  CONCLUSIONS 

The  estimated  (as  of  15  January  1976)  FY  1976  total  system  cost  for  QUICKTRANS 
is  approximately  $23.5  million.  This  figure  is  almost  exactly  one-half  that  of  LOGAIR  for 
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the  same  time  frame  (see  Appendix  G).  However,  imbedded  in  QUICKTRANS  costs  are 
several  million  dollars  for  the  operation  of  the  terminals  (this  is  contractor  supported  in 
Navy,  while  in-house  personnel  are  used  by  the  Air  Force)  and  its  communications  network 
(which  is  also  outside  LOGAIR's  base  cost).  Extracting  the  terminal,  communication  and 
truck  costs  from  the  total  QUICKYRANS  system  cost  of  $23.5  million,  yields  an  airlift 
system  costing  approximately  one-third  that  of  LOGAIR  (an  exact  figure  as  of 
15  January  1976  was  not  made  available).  This  relationship  also  applies  to  the  ton-miles 
flown  by  the  two  systems  during  June  1975:  LOGAIR  flew  14.60  million  ton-miles  while 
QUICKTRANS  flew  approximately  one-third  that  much  or  5.235  million  ton-miles. 

The  principal  function  of  the  system  is  to  provide  fast  inter-coastal  transportation 
for  Navy  cargo,  with  much  of  the  intra-coastal  movements  being  supported  by  a surface 
mode.  This  is  reflected  in  both  the  route  structure  and  June  1975  movement  statistics.  In 
FY  1976,  QUICKTRANS  has  22  trancontinenta!  flights  each  week  (11  in  each  direction).  It 
also  operates  5 round-trip  flights  each  week  between  Travis  and  McChord  Air  Force  Rases. 
Plus,  the  Navy  is  supported  in  Florida  by  LOGAIR  on  a Monday  through  Friday  basis.  Th'^ 
transcontinental  flights  accounted  for  almost  84  percent  of  the  ton-miles  flown  in 
June  1975,  as  well  as  82  percent  of  the  total  tons  airlifted. 

Table  F-2  provides  performance  data  on  the  QUICKTRANS  system  over  the  first  six 
months  of  Calendar  Year  1976.  These  data  detail  the  extent  dedicated  trucks  support  the 
movement  of  cargo  under  500  miles.  Nearly  30  percent  of  all  shipments  (37  percent  of  the 
tonnage)  moving  less  than  500  miles  were  transported  exclusively  by  truck.  While  this 
integration  of  the  air  and  surface  modes  is  significant,  Table  F-3  identifies  one  serious 
weakness  in  QUICKTRANS  performance:  poor  utilization  of  the  dedicated  trucks.  With 
the  exception  of  the  Travis  AFB/Lemoore  NAS  route  on  which  tandems  are  used,  twenty 
ton  capacity  trailers  are  being  employed.  Yet,  the  average  load  per  move  during 
June  1975  was  only  5.03  tons,  and  this  is  an  inflated  figure  due  to  the  estimation 
procedures  used  to  account  for  missing  data. 
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TABLE  F-2 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  SHIPMENTS /TONNAGE 
BY  MODE:  JANUARY  - JUNE  1975 


MODE 

NUMBER  OF 
SHIPMENTS 

TONNAGE 

A. 

SHIPMENTS  500  MILES 

OR  LESS 

Air  Only 

36,934 

5,189 

Truck  Only 

16,430 

3,404 

Air/Truck 

1,795 

403 

Unidentified 

915 

250 

Total 

56,074 

9,246 

B. 

SHIPMENTS  OVER  500 

MILES 

Air  Only 

103,474 

15,444 

Truck  Only 

415 

72 

Air/Truck 

7,258 

1,346 

Unidentified 

3,575 

589 

Total 

114,724 

17,451 

Two  alternatives  for  improving  the  cost  effectiveness  of  the  QUICKTRANS  system 
and  particularly  the  dedicated  trucks  are: 

1)  use  TF  3 shiptnents  as  filler  cargo,  or 

2)  eliminate  intra-coastal  stops  on  transcontinental  flights. 

The  implications  of  these  alternatives  are  discussed  below. 

Alternative  1:  Use  TF  3 shipment  as  filler  cargo. 

It  is  Navy  policy  that  only  TF  1 and  TP  2 cargo  move  on  the  dedicated  trucks.  This 
policy,  however,  prohibits  many  Navy  shippers  from  taking  advantage  of  the  unused 
capacities  on  these  trucks.  These  shippers  arc  forced  to  procure  commercial  carriers, 
frequently  at  less-than-truckload  rates,  for  movement  of  the  TF  3 cargo,  when  it  could 
have  gone  free  (at  least  to  the  Navy)  on  the  QUICKTRANS  truck. 
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TABLE  F-3 


QUICKTRANS  TRUCK  OPERATIONS 
June  1975 


— 

p.ou'i')-; 

OhGTTNV.TIOliO 

i;ekvfjj 

!;ui-u3i;r 

OF 

t;ovi:s 

To:;r. 

LTKTi;n 

TOT  A I. 
KO’Jv:-: 

CO.0T  ]>KR 
TON'-  f.irTE:)($) 

1 COST  TEH 
TON- NILE  (?) 

AVEHJ\GE 
le.AD  PER 
MOV)'  (TONf. ) 

701 

1 

21 

39 

8, 193 

210 

0.406 

1.00 

702 

1 

21 

02 

0,193 

132 

0.300 

2.95 

722 

1 

21 

60 

3,490 

54 

0.602 

3.14 

725 

1 

20 

130 

2,920 

21 

0.  220 

6.90 

72G 

1 

21 

113 

3,255 

29 

0.  310 

5.  38 

72E 

1 

5 

7 

032 

139 

1.351 

1 .40 

72G 

1 

15 

42 

2,497 

59 

0.676 

2.00 

731 

4 

20 

10  5* 

5,430 

33 

0.000 

0.  25 

732 

4 

21 

111 

5,701 

33 

0.001 

b.  26 

733 

2 

21 

no 

3,370 

31 

0.  203 

5, 2-t 

734 

2 

20 

ill 

3,710 

33 

b.  201 

5.70 

735 

1 

22 

150 

1,133 

7 

0.135 

7.  18 

730 

1 

19 

72 

970 

4 

0.  250 

3.79 

737 

1 

21 

40 

3,150 

08 

0.  313 

2. 19 

730 

X 

20 

22 

3,000 

130 

0.623 

1.10 

73A 

1 

4 

35 

412 

12 

0.  222 

0.  75 

73R 

1 

5 

32 

515 

16 

0.  394 

6.40 

741 

3 

21 

107 

0,904 

53 

0.  1 55 

7.95 

745 

1 

24 

17 

4,320 

254 

4.099" 

0.  71 

740 

1 

22 

54 

71 

1.153 

2.45 

747 

1 

4 

0 

340 

57 

2.024 

1.50 

740 

1 

2 

1 

170 

170 

6.071 

0.50 

749 

1 

21 

90 

2,173 

24 

0.062 

4.29 

74.9 

3 

10 

102 

0,704 

07 

0.  220 

6.  30 

74D 

3 

4 

20 

1 , 090 

05 

0.  1 96 

6.  50 

74  E 

1 

21 

103 

1,305 

8 

0.  102 

7.76 

741’ 

1 

7 

14 

455 

32 

0.707 

2.00 

74G 

1 

9 

43 

585 

14 

0.  296 

4.70 

7411 

1 

2 

4 

130 

32 

0.  707 

750 

1 

21 

139 

2,173 

16 

0.558 

0.62 

1 

20 

117 

3,720 

32 

0.  201 

5.05 

752 

1 

21 

142 

3,906 

0.174 

6.76 

iSa 

2 

20 

127 

5,300 

42 

0.-271 

6.  35 

mm 

2 

21 

22.1. 

5,505 

2Ji 

O.J_94 

iO.JL?- 

wBm 

1 

12 

30 

3,420 

114 

1.046 

2.50 

Effl 

1 

0 

22 

2 , 280 

104 

0.951 

2.75 

TOTAL 

- 

D73 

2,880 

113,930 

40 

0.  398 

5.03 

ii 

All  uikIci'3  inod  cnljics  v/crc  ostimatcr: ; actual  movonvont  dota  woi'c  not  availabJc. 


The  destinations  on  these  routes  could  not  be  dist  inijuir-.hed  from  one  another, 
therelorc,  only  cno  destination  v/as  displayed. 
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The  cost  advantages  of  using  Tl’  3 shipments  as  filler  cargo  on  QUICKTRANS  trucks 
is  extremely  difficult  to  estimate.  There  arc  many  unknown  factors  that  will  have  an 
influence.  However,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  study  team  that  the  benefits  available  to  the 
Navy  under  this  alternative  could  be  significant. 

Alternative  2;  Eliminate  intra-coastal  stops  on  transcontinental  flights. 

By  eliminating  intra-coastal  stops  on  transcoiitincntal  flights,  the  Navy  would  then 
have  a strictly  inter-coastal  airlift  shuttle  system.  This  alternative  implies  that  all 
priority  shipments  destined  for  another  activity  along  the  same  coast  would  move  by 
truck.  One  approach  (among  many)  to  restructuring  the  QUICKTRANS  airlift  system 
under  this  alternative  is  given  in  Table  F-'t.  This  approach  involves  eliminating  several 
intra-coaste ' stops  and  then  substituting  surface  transportation  to  satisfy  the  associated 
movement  requirements. 


TABLt:  r-4 

KK^TRUCTUKtJD  ATRI.D  T ^YoTIV-l;  AM  DF  aAS  ] V’O  2 


FLIGHT 

MllMliHF'. 

1USTALIATION3/C ITIHS 
SHRVKn 

FRKQUKNCY 

lit. 

Dover  - Travis 

Sunday 

116 

Travis  - Indianapolis  - 
Dover 

Monday 

117 

Norfolk  - Travis 

Monday 

iin 

Travis  --  Indianapolis  - 
Norfolk 

Sunday 

141 

Dover  - Indianapolis  - 
Travis 

Daily,  Wed. -Sat. 

142* 

Travis  - Indianapolis  - 
Dover 

Da i ly , Tues . -Fr i . 

155 

.Tack.sonvi  1 le  - Petjsacola  - 
Dallas  - North  Island 

Daily,  Tuor, .-Sat. 

156 

North  Island  - Dallas  - 
Pensacola  - Jacksonvillo 

Daily,  Tucs . -Sa t . 

212* 

Travis  - McChord  - Travis 

S'.mday 

242* 

Travis  - McChord  - Travis 

Daily,  Tucs. -Sat. 

* 

Not  revised  luulor  this  nllcrnati ve. 
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The  savings  that  are  associated  with  this  alternative  stem  primarily  from  a 
reduction  in  aircraft  usage  and  landings.  (There  would  also  be  savings  resulting  from 
eliminating  the  terminal  services  at  Charleston;  however,  an  estimate  of  these  savings 
was  unobtainable.)  Table  F-5  shows  the  reductions  in  landings  and  mileage  that  arc 
possible  under  this  alternative.  At  $150  per  landing  and  an  estimated  cost  (as  per  an 
undated  NAVMTO  QUICKTRANS  budget  submission  document)  of  $3.210S  per  mile, 
savings  of  $3,164  million  should  accumulate  (i.e.,  150.00  x 2, SOS  + 3.210S  x S54,048). 
Since  information  on  the  terminal  costs  at  Charleston  are  not  available,  this  savings  of 
$3,164  million  should  be  considered  the  minimum  accruing  through  such  a reduction  in 
services. 


TABLE  F-5 

REDUCTION  TM  MIL3AGE  AND 
LANDINGS  BY  ROUTE  - ALTERNATIVE  2 


FLIGHT 

REDUCTIONS 

PER  FLIGHT 

REDUCTIONS  PER  YEAR 

NUMBER 

LANDINGS 

MILEAGE 

LANDINGS 

MILEAGE 

115 

1 

169 

52 

8,788 

116 

4 

1,550 

208 

80,600 

117 

1 

169 

52 

8,788 

118 

4 

1,550 

208 

80,600 

141 

1 

169 

208 

35,152 

142 

0 

0 

0 

0 

155 

4 

1,231 

1,040 

320,060 

156 

4 

1,231 

1,040 

320,060 

212 

0 

0 

0 

0 

242 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

19 

6,069 

2,808 

854,048 

To  achieve  these  savings,  however,  three  additional  dedicated  truck  routes  must  be 
initiated:  1)  round  trip,  7 day  a week  service  between  Dover  and  Norfolk,  2)  round  trip, 
6 day  a week  service  between  Travis  and  North  Island,  and  3)  round  trip,  six  day  a week 
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service  between  Norfolk,  Charleston,  and  Jacksonville  (not  necessarily  one  route).  The 
cost  of  these  additional  routes  was  estimated  using  current  QUICKTRANS  costs  as  the 
base.  The  two  East  Coast  routes  were  costed  using  the  average  QIIK'KTRANS  system 
truck  cost  per  mile  of  $1.2S3'h  while  the  Travis  to  North  Island  route  was  costed  at  the 
planned  FY  1976  rate  for  routes  731  and  732  or  $775  per  round  trip.  The  cost  of  each 
additional  route  is  computed  below: 

Norfolk/Dover:  340  miles  x 7 trips/woek  x 52  weeks/year 
X $1. 2834/mile  = $158,834 

Norfolk/Charleston/Jacksonville:  1,312  miles  x 6 trips/week  x 52  wceks/year 
X $1.2834/milc  = $525,352 

Travis/North;  $675/trip  x 6 trips/week  x 52  weeks/year 

= $210,600 

Total  Truck  Cost  = $894,786 

The  net  cost  savings  associated  v/ith  this  alternative  is  then  $2,269  million  (i.e., 
$3,164  million  less  $0,895  million).  This  $2,269  million  is  considered  the  minimum  that  the 
Navy  should  be  able  to  realize  from  this  alternative.  Other  potential  savings  which  are 
not  quantifiable  but  will  accrue  regardless,  include  savings  in  fuel  reimbursements  and  an 
expanded  capability  for  using  TP  3 shipments  as  filler  cargo.  It  is  speculated  that  the 
latter  savings  m.ay  equal  those  obtainable  from  the  airlift  reduction. 

While  the  second  alternative  offers  substantial  potential  for  cost  savings,  it  also 
entails  a significant  realignment  of  the  base  QUICKTRANS  system.  The  operational 
impact  of  this  realignment  was  not  assessed  by  the  study  team,  except  to  insure  that  more 
than  adequate  surface  capacity  is  available. 
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APPENDIX  G 


LOGAIR  COST  EVALUATION 

A.  SYSTEM  DESCRIPTION 

LOGAIR  is  an  Air  Force  sponsored  cargo  airlift  shuttle  system  operating  between 
Air  Logistics  Centers,  aerial  ports,  and  CONUS  bases.  Two  commercial  carriers  (i.e., 
Saturn  and  Overseas  National)  currently  hold  LOGAIR  contracts.  Three  different  types  of 
aircraft  are  used  by  the  carriers  in  satisfying  transportation  requirements:  the  DC-9  and 
L-188  both  having  a capacity  of  17  tons  (including  nets  and  pallets)  and  the  L-lOO  witli  a 
capacity  of  23  tons  (also  including  nets  and  pallets).  LOGAIR  is  serving  59  installations  in 
FY  1976  including  two  Naval  bases,  six  Air  Logistics  Centers,  and  six  aerial  ports. 
Stations  within  100  miles  of  each  other  arc  generally  not  permitted  in  the  LOGAIR 
system,  even  though  there  arc  three  notable  exceptions:  two  aerial  ports— McGuire  and 
Dover  (8^  miles),  McClellan  and  Travis  Air  Force  Bases  (39  miles),  and  Hanscom  and  Pease 
Air  Force  Bases  (54  miles). 

The  objectives  of  the  system  include  1)  reduce  inventory  levels  through  a shortened 
pipeline  (especially  for  high  value  items),  2)  provide  rapid  transportation  of  high  priority 
cargo  to  maintain  readiness  objectives,  and  3)  assure  sufficient  and  timely  quantities  of 
reparable  items  at  maintenance  activities.  The  system  supports  the  movement  of  all  TP  1 
and  TP  2 cargo.  It  also  accepts  TP  3 filler  cargo  to  the  next  station  down  lino.  The 
system  is  completely  airlift  dedicated,  does  not  consider  alternative  modes  of 
transportation,  and  has  a load  factor  objective  of  70%. 

The  office  responsible  for  developing  LOGAIR  requirements  and  monitoring  the 
system  is  the  Directorate  of  Transportation,  Transportation  Requirements  Division  of 
AFLC  at  Wright  Patterson  AFB,  Ohio. 
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1.  Developing  Requiromciits  for  Commercial  Airlift 


Each  major  Air  Force  CONUS  command  and  the  six  ALCs  submit  a forecast  of 
TP  1 and  TP  2 tonnage  requirements  for  the  following  FY  based  on  first  quarter  historical 
data  supplied  by  AFLC.  The  Transportation  Requirements  Division  then  develops  a series 
of  requirements  matrices  from  all  origin  stations  to  all  destination  stations.  These 
matrices  are  then  partitioned  into  trunk  stations  (an  activity  generating  in  excess  of 
2,000  tons  of  cargo  per  year)  and  feeder  stations  (those  generating  less  than  2,000  tons  of 
cargo  per  year).  Matrices  are  then  developed  by  trunk-trunk-feedcr  and  feeder-trunk- 
trunk-feeder  in  a manner  which  will  maximize  utilization  of  the  aircraft  and  provide 
responsive  delivery  of  the  cargo. 

Finally,  a route  structure  is  developed  considering  tonnage  and  type  of  aircraft 
necessary,  number  of  landings,  flight  patterns,  etc.  The  route  structure  is  costed  in 
accordance  with  CAD  rates  and  anticipated  contract  costs  and  then  sent  to  the  Air  Staff 
(Directorate  of  Transportation,  Traffic  Management  Division)  for  review  and  approval. 

2.  Monitoring  and  Controlling  the  System 

The  Transportation  Requirements  Division  receives  several  monthly  reports 
(through  a LOGAIR  Transportation  Management  System)  on  system  operating  costs, 
aircraft  utilization,  and  on  time  performance.  The  major  reports  include: 

a LOGAIR  Tonnage  and  Cost  Report  which  provides  detail  and  summary 
colit  and  utilization  data  by  channel,  flight,  and  system; 

- a LOGAIR  Allocation  and  Utilization  Report  which  measures  by  channel, 
total  flight,  and  total  system,  the  space  utilized  compared  to  that 
requested  and  allocated;  and 

- an  Air  Transportation  Transit  Report  which  summarizes  by  channel  and 
transportation  priority,  the  average  shipment  delivery  time. 

B.  COST  EVALUATION  APPROACH 

The  LOGAIR  evaluation  first  centered  on  determining  the  base  cost  of  the  system. 
Budget  data  were  inappropriate  for  this  purpose  because  embedded  in  tliese  data  were  an 
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anticipated  number  of  overflys  because  of  the  non-generation  of  cargo.  Since  there  was  a 
rate  increase  effective  1 June  1975,  that  month's  rate  and  flight  patterns  were  used  in 
developing  the  base  LOG  AIR  costs.  The  regular  flights  in  operation  that  month  were 
costed  out  on  a daily  basis  at  the  appropriate  plane  mile  and  landing  cost  (see  Table  G-1). 
This  daily  cost  was  then  multiplied  by  365  to  yield  an  annualized  figure  of  $36,892  million. 
Adding  an  airway  tax  of  $1,389  million  and  a POL  cost  differential  cost  of  $10,592  to  this 
$36,892  million,  yielded  a total  system  cost  of  $48,873  million.  While  this  figure  is 
somewhat  higher  than  the  total  gross  system  cost  of  $46,702  million  for  FY  1976  (as  per 
the  AFLC  Budget  Estimate  dated  August  1975),  it  facilitates  a standard  approach  toward 
evaluating  various  alternatives  to  the  base  LOGAIR  route  structure. 

All  alternatives  to  the  base  LOGAIR  system  were  costed  in  a manner  similar  to  the 
above  approach  and  then  contrasted  with  the  base  LOGAIR  system  cost  of  $48,873  million. 
The  alternatives  evaluated  herein  are  not  intendf'd  to  be  complete,  operationally  viable 
variations  of  the  base  LOGAIR  route  structure.  Rather,  they  are  presented  solely  to 
demonstrate  the  potential  savings  associated  with  such  alternatives. 

C.  SELECTION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

The  alternatives  to  the  current  LOGAIR  system  center  around  the  concept  of  an 
integrated  airlift-surface  transportation  system.  The  base  system  is  completely  airlift 
oriented;  however,  many  legs  of  several  feeder  routes  are  of  such  short  distances  that  a 
conversion  from  airlift  to  surface  movement  for  these  segments  appeared  feasible.  To 
illustrate  this  point,  there  were  2718  regularly  scheduled  LOGAIR  flights  (i.e.,  liftoffs)  in 
June  1975.  Approximately  24  percent  of  these  flights  (or  656)  were  for  distances  less  than 
200  miles;  almost  53  percent  of  the  flights  (or  1,430)  were  between  LOGAIR  stations 
within  400  miles  of  each  other;  and,  over  61  percent  of  the  flights  (or  1,661)  were  less 
than  500  miles.  It  is  recognized  that  many  of  these  short  flights  occur  because  stations 
were  enroute  to  other  stations;  nevertheless,  the  resulting  route  structure  indicates  a 
substantial  number  of  short  distance  flights. 
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The  integrated  airlift-surface  transportation  system  concept  was  then  extended  to 
include  a closer  scrutiny  of  material  moving  via  LOGAIR  which  could  result  in  a reduction 
in  airlift  requirements.  Such  an  extension  may,  at  first,  seem  extreme;  however,  when 
one  considers  the  Air  Force  policy  of  airlift  transportation  within  CONUS,  sucti  an 
evaluation  is  natural.  To  illustrate,  LOGAIR  is  presently  a free  flow  system.  All  TR  1 and 
TP  2 cargo  are  eligible  for  movement  on  LOGAIR,  as  is  all  TP  3 cargo  on  a space- 
available  basis  to  the  next  downline  station.  This  free-flow  practice  appears  to  have 
resulted  in  inflated  LOGAIR  requirements,  especially  when  Air  Force  experience  on 
diverting  MAC  shipments  is  considered.  All  shipments  destined  for  overseas  via  MAC 
must  be  cleared  prior  to  release  of  the  shipments  to  the  aerial  port  of  embarkation. 
Several  examples  of  MAC  airlift  challenges  indicated  that  in  excess  of  30  percent  of  all 
such  shipments  arc  diverted  from  airlift  to  surface  movement.  That  is,  these  shipments 
were  declared  not  eligible  for  airlift,  even  though  they  wore  assigned  an  air-eligible  issue 
priority.  Within  CONUS,  shipments  moving  via  LOGAIR  require  no  such  clearance  action. 
There  is  no  evidence  suggesting  that  the  Air  Force  would  experience  a lower  diversion 
rate  if  all  shipments  moving  by  LOGAIR  were  challenged.  In  fact,  it  is  more  likely, 
because  of  the  current  ease  of  moving  cargo  by  LOGAIR,  that  the  diversion  rate  would  be 
in  excess  of  40  percent.  The  end  result  appears  to  be  an  inflated  LOGAIR  system. 

The  integrated  airlift-surface  concept  and  the  reduction  in  LOGAIR  requirements 
were  the  conclusion  of  the  following  observations  and  assumptions. 

1.  There  is  an  excellent  surface  transportation  system  within  CONUS  upon  which 
the  LOGAIR  managers  are  not  capitalizing. 

2.  Closely  associated  with  the  above  point,  dedicated  surface  carriers  can  be 
effectively  employed  between  LOGAIR  stations  located  within  500  miles  of  each  other. 
To  demonstrate  that  such  a position  is  viable,  QUICKTRANS  has  a regularly  scheduled 
truck  operation  between  North  Island  NAS  and  Travis  AF13  for  the  intra-coastal  movement 


of  high-priority  shipments.  The  distance  between  these  installations  is  536  miles;  cargo 
requirements  of  Long  Beach,  Oxnard,  and  NSC  Oakland  are  also  served  enroute;  and,  trips 
arc  made  ii»  both  directions,  five  days  each  week— Monday  through  Friday. 

3.  The  use  of  dedicated  trucks  will  eliminate  the  need  for  procuring  much  of  the 
common  carrier  service  for  TP  3 cargo  tnoving  between  the  stations  being  served  by  these 

dedicated  trucks.  LOGAIR  system  data  indicates  that  the  average  level  of  daily  TP  1 and 

i 

TP  2 traffic  between  stations  that  could  potentially  be  served  by  dedicated  tru^-k  is 
relatively  low.  TP  3 traffic  can  then  be  used  as  filler  cargo.  This  approach  may  also  tend 
to  simplify  some  of  the  controls  and  complexities  of  shipment  planning  now  required  in  the 
D009  Shipment  Document  Release  and  Control  System. 

An  integrated  airlift-surface  system  when  coupled  with  reduced  services,  will 
require  fewer  aircraft,  flights,  and  landings,  along  with  reduced  airway  taxes  and  POL 
adjustments.  It  should  also  result  in  increased  aircraft  utilization  through  loss  transfers, 
better  control,  fewer  stations  to  which  pallets  must  be  allocated,  etc. 

To  illustrate  the  potential  increase  in  aircraft  utilization  which  should  be 
obtained  from  an  integrated  and  redu^^d  system,  one  has  to  contrast  LOGAlR's  operation 
with  that  of  QUICKTRANS.  The  airlift  portion  of  QUICKTRANS  is  essentially  an  inter- 
coastal shuttle  system,  with  a substantial  portion  of  the  intra-coastal  movement  being 
made  by  truck.  This  is  in  direct  contrast  to  LOGAIR  which  serves  installations  almost 
uniformly  nationwide,  through  two  airlift  networks:  one  is  the  movement  of  cargo 

between  ALCs  (i.e.,  trunk  routes)  and  the  other  being  the  movement  of  carg  - from  the 
ALCs  to  Air  Force  bases  (i.e.,  feeder  routes).  As  a result,  QUICKTRANS'  aircraft 
utilization  (based  on  weight)  is  considerably  higher  than  that  experienced  by  LOGAIR  (72.8 
versus  6'».1  percent  for  the  first  six  months  of  Calendar  Year  1975). 

5.  The  FEC  and  other  commercial  airlines  are  willing  and  capable  of  providing 
fast  and  efficient  airlift  service  for  overflow  LOGAIR  requirements.  They  are  presently 
satisfying  certain  transportation  requirements  which  LOGAIR  is  unable  to  meet. 
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6.  Inventory  levels  and  maintenance  facilities  are  not  so  finely  tuned  that  a one- 
day  (maximum)  increase  in  delivery  time  for  cargo  moving  strictly  within  CONUS  will 
increase  inventory  levels.  That  is,  the  order  and  ship  times  built  into  procurement  models 
will  probably  not  be  exceeded  for  these  items. 

D.  EVALUATION  OF  ALTriRNATlVTiS 

Four  alternatives  to  the  base  LOGAIR  system  were  selected  for  closer  examination: 

1.  use  of  dedicated  trucks  to  move  cargo  to  and  from  ALCs,  aerial  ports,  and 
nearby  AF  bases; 

2.  partial  replacement  of  L-lOO  aircraft  with  OC-9s  and  L-lSSs; 

3.  limited  reduction  in  LOGAIR  service;  and 

k.  extensive  reduction  in  LOGAIR  service 

Alternatives  2,  3,  and  4 arc  not  intended  to  stand  alone,  but  rather,  they  build  upon 
the  results  of  the  first. 

Evaluatitig  the  net  effect  of  these  alternatives  quickly  highlighted  a severe 
problcm-the  paucity  of  applicable  data  to  make  a comprehensive  evaluation.  Much  of  the 
required  data  were  either  not  available  or  were  in  formats  not  conducive  to  the  intended 
analyses  (this  was  especially  true  for  the  last  two  alternatives  and  for  a more  complete 
evaluation  of  the  first  tv/o).  The  final  result  was  that  only  for  the  first  and  serond 
alternative  could  an  appropriate  evaluation  be  accomplished.  The  evaluations  of  the  other 
alternatives  had  major  deficiencies  when  reviewed  for  completeness.  However,  even 
these  alternatives  provide  circumstantial  evidence  that  there  are  considerable  savings  to 
the  Air  Force  if  it  modifies  its  basic  approach  to  the  LOGAIR  structure.  The  evaluation 
of  these  alternatives  are  discussed  below. 

Alternative  1:  Use  of  Dedicated  Trucks 

The  base  LOGAIR  route  structure  is  given  in  Exhibit  G-1  and,  as  previously  noted, 
costed  out  in  Table  G-1.  Exhibits  G-2  and  G-3  display  the  modified  LOGAIR  feeder  and 
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TABLE  G-l.  DETERMINATION  OF  LOGAIR  BASE  COST 


FLIGHT* 

NUMBER 

PLANE 

MILE 

COST($) 

DAILY 

MILES 

FLOWN 

NUMBER 

Of- 

LANDINGS 

DAILY 

FLIGHT 

COST 

2B 

2.6229 

3,873 

7 

11,208 

2D 

2.6229 

2,999 

4 

8,466 

2F 

2.6229 

4,231 

8 

12,297 

2Q 

2.6229 

3,564 

7 

10,398 

3C 

2,276 

3 

4,647 

33 

1.8^41 

2,136 

6 

4,839 

3K 

1 .8441 

3,018 

11 

7,215 

3M 

1.8441 

2,702 

8 

6,183 

3N 

1.8441 

2,185 

7 

5,079 

3P 

1.8441 

2.276 

3 

4,647 

4T 

1.8441 

1,266 

5 

3,085 

tfU^* 

1.8441 

1,534 

8 

4,029 

4V 

1.8441 

4,230 

6 

8,701 

itW 

1 .8441 

2,695 

4 

5,570 

5R 

1 .8441 

1,822 

9 

4,710 

TOTAL 

40,807 

96 

101,074 

♦These  flight  numbers  refer  to  those  regularly  scheduled  LOGAIR  flights  in  operation 
during  dune  1975.  Sec  Exhibit  G-I  for  the  LOGAIR  route  structure. 

♦♦This  flight  flies  one  route  five  days  per  week  and  another  route  tlie  remaining  two 
days.  For  simplicity  purposes,  it  was  assumed  that  the  route  flown  five  days  per  week 
was  also  flown  the  other  two  days.  The  displayed  daily  flight  cost  assumes  this  schedule. 


G-7 


UNITED  STATES  A!P.  rC?.CE  LOGISTIC  AiRlirT 


9 XiaiL 


ALTERl^TIVE 


G-10 


EXKI3I 


trunk  routes  under  this  alternative.  Table  G-2  gives  the  cost  of  the  feeder  routes 
supported  by  dedicated  trucks,  while  Tables  G-3  and  G-^t  provide  the  same  information  for 
airlift  supported  feeder  and  trunk  routes,  respectively. 

The  total  daily  cost  of  this  alternative  is  $90,235,  which  is  the  total  of  the  following 
figures: 

feeder  routes  - dedicated  trucks:  $11,998 
feeder  routes  - airlift:  $12,566 

trunk  routes  - airlift:  $65,671 

Annualizing  the  daily  cost  figure  yields  an  annual  cost  of  $32,936  million.  Since  the  airlift 
feeder  and  trunk  routes  would  fly  31,392  miles  under  this  alternative  (i.e.,  5,158  miles 
from  Table  G-3  plus  26,234  from  Table  G-4),  approximately  76.9  percent  (i.e., 
31,392/40,807)  of  the  annual  airway  tax  and  POL  adjustment  costs  would  also  be  incurred 
by  the  alternative.  Thus,  $9,213  million  (i.e.,  0.769  x 11.981)  v/ould  be  added  to  the 
annualized  daily  cost  of  $32,936  million  to  yield  a total  Alternative  1 cost  ol 
$42,149  million,  or  a total  savings  of  $6,724  million.  Thus,  an  integrated  surface-airlift 
LOG  AIR  could  reduce  LOGAIR  system  costs  by  $6,724  million,  or  13.8  percent,  over  a 
completely  airlift  dedicated  system. 

Tables  G-5,  G-6,  and  G-7  provide  additional  data  on  average  movements  by 
dedicated  truck,  feeder  and  trunk  aircraft  that  must  be  supported  by  the  LOGAIR 
structure  assumed  under  this  alternative. 

This  alternative  has  a secondary  benefit  which  was  found  impossible  to  quantify 
given  the  time  frame  of  the  task.  By  using  dedicated  t'ucks  between  specific  installations 
for  the  movement  of  high-priority  cargo,  much  of  the  TP  3 traffic  moving  between  these 
same  installations  can  now  be  used  as  filler  cargo  on  the  dedicated  truck.  (Table  G-5 
indicates  that  the  anticipated  average  amount  of  high-priority  cargo  moving  on  these 
trucks  will  utilize  only  a small  percentage  of  most  trucks.)  The  net  result  is  that  most  of 
this  filler  cargo  can  essentially  be  moved  free,  as  the  higher  priority  cargo  has  already 
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ALTERNATIVE  1 


MILEAGE^ 

ORIG  - BEST 

2 

ONE  ROUND 

COST/MILE 

DAILY  COST 

WAY  TRIP 

1 . MCC  - MER 

107 

MER  - SUU 

121 

SUU  - MCC 

49 

277  277 

$0.6849 

$ 186 

2.  HIF  - MUO 

275  550 

1.2834 

706 

3.  SBD-LUF 

3?3 

LUF  - DMA 

118 

451  902 

1.2834 

1,158 

4.  TIK-LTS 

145 

LTS  - CVS 

248 

393  786 

0.9051 

712 

5.  CVS  -ABQ 

216 

ABQ  - HMN 

209 

HMN  - CVS 

229 

654  654 

0.9051 

592 

^Source;  Rand  McNally  Standard  Highway  Mileage  Guide. 

^The  number  of  trucks  required  to  provide  the  necessary 
service  is  not  specified.  One  truck  could  make  a 
daily  round  trip  or  two  trucks  could  be  used  daily  — 
one  in  each  direction. 

3 

The  cost  per  mile  used  was  either  FY  1976  QUICKTRANS 
experience  or,  if  QUICKTRANS  did  not  have  dedicated 
trucks  in  a particular  section  of  CONUS,  average 
QUICKTIU^NS  costs  for  FY  1976  were  used. 
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ABLE  G-2:  LOGAIR  FEEDER  ROUTES  - DEDICATED  TRUCKS 


MILEAGE 

ORIG  - DEST 

ONE 

ROUND 

COST/MILE 

DAILY  COST 

WAY 

TRIP 

6. 

TIK  - lAB 

159 

. 

lAB  - SZL 

285 

- 

SZL  - TIK 

368 

— 

812 

812 

^50.9051 

$ 735 

7. 

TIK  - LRF 

349 

LRF  - RYH 

193 

- 

542 

1,084 

0.9051 

.981 

8. 

TIK  - BAD 

357 

BAD  - AEX 

122 

- 

479 

958 

0.9051 

867 

9. 

TIK  - DYS 

285 

— 

DYS  - FWH 

152 

- 

FWH  - TIK 

200 

- 

637 

637 

0.9051 

577 

10. 

FFO  - GUS 

151 

302 

1.2834 

383 

11. 

DOV  - LFI 

198 

— 

I, FI  - ADW 

175 

- 

ADW  - DOV 

96 

— 

469 

469 

1.7208 

808 

12. 

DOV  - WRI 

110 

220 

3.3065 

728 

13. 

WRB  - CHS 

267 

— 

CHS  - SSC 

95 

- 

SSC  - GSB 

183 

- 

545 

1,090 

1.2834 

1,398 

14. 

WRB  - CBM 

351 

702 

1.2834 

901 

c.-n 
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TABLE  G-2:  LOGAIR  FEEDER  ROUTES  - DEDICATED  TRUCKS 


ORIG  - BEST 


15.  WRB  - VPS 
VPS  - PAM 
PAM  - WRB 


16 . COS  - FEW 


GRAND  TOTALS 


MILEAGE 

ONE 

ROUND 

VJAY 

TRIP 

282 

. 

96 

- 

265 

- 

643 

643 

170 

340 

10,320 

COST/MILE  DAILY  COST 


$ 825 

436 


$11,998 


ALTERNATIVE  1 


Source:  liOGAlK  ste.n'Inid  distances  or  U.  E.  Department  of 

Comnte.rcc.  Coa.r.t  and  Geodetic  Survey,  Air  Line  i:>.istances  be- 
tween Cities  in  the  U.  E. 

? 

Jiileage  cost,  for  the  1,-100  is  $? . G/120/pla))e  mile;  for  the  1,-108 
and  DC-0,  it  ir,  , 84 41 /plane  mile.  All  feeder  routes  use  the 

L-lBO  or  DC-9. 

3 

Tlic  landing  fee  is  $150/1  ending. 

, i 

I 
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ALTERNATIVE  1 


TABLE  G-4; 

: LOGAIR  TRUNK  ROUTES 

FLIGHT 

1 

NO. 

EQUIPMENT 

COST/PLANE  MILE 

1 

TWO  SERIES 

L-lOO 

$2.6229 

THREE  SERIES 

L-188 

1.8441 

FOUR  SERIES 

DC~9 

1.8441 

FLT 

ORIG  - BEST 

2Q 

MCC  - HIF 

HIF  - TIK 

TTK  - WRB 

WRB  - DOV 

DOV  - FFO 

3C 

MCC  - HIF 

HIF  - TIK 

TIK  - FFO 

4W 

MCC  - HIF 

HIF  - SKF 

SKF  - WRB 

2D 

SUU  - HIF 

HIF  - SKF 

SKF  - TIK 

TIK  - FFO 

545 

927 

848 

734 

471 


3,525 

545 

927 

804 


2,276 

545 

1,166 

945 


2,656 

581 

1,166 

448 

804 


2,999 


$9,246 


4,197 


4,898 


$ 9,996 


4,647 


5,348 


^All  landing  fees  are  $150. 

2 

The  flights  have  been  modified  from  the  base  LOGAIR  route 
structure  to  better  coordinate  with  the  dedicated  truck 
service  illustrated  in  Table  G-2. 
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ALTERNATIVE  1 


TABLE  G-4 


LOGAIR  TRUNK  ROUTES 


FLT  ORIG  - BEST  MILEAGE  MILEAGE  COST  LANDING  COST  TOTAL  COST 


FFO  - TIK 
TIK  - HIF 
HIF  - MCC 


804 

927 

545 


2,276 


$ 4,197 


$ 450 


$ 4,647 


FFO  - DOV 
DOV  - WRB 
WRB  - SKF 
SKF  - TIK 
TIK  - HIF 
HIF  - SUU 


471 

734 

945 

448 

927 

581 


4,106 


10,770 


11,670 


525 

945 

448 

465 

487 

389 

187 

424 


3,870 


10,151 


1,200 


11,351 


525 

804 

448 

1,166 

434 

305 

237 

607 


4,526 


8,346 


1,200 


9,546 


GRAND  TOTAL 


$59,671 


$6,000 


$65,671 
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TABLE  G-5:  VOLUMES  ON  DEDICATED  TRUCK  ROUTES^ 

ORIG  - DEST 

b 

DAILY  VOLUME  - TONS 

1.  MCC  - MER 

1.60 

SER  - SUU 

.11'= 

SUU  - MCC 

c 

2.  HIF  - MUO 

1.51 

MUO  - HIF 

1.00 

3.  SBD  - LUF 

3.70 

LUF  - DMA 

1.80 

DMA  - LUF 

1.75 

LUF  - SBD 

2.72 

4.  TIK  - LTS 

4.28 

LTS  - CVS 

3.29 

CVS  - LTS 

2.52 

LTS  - TIK 

3.16 

5 . CVS  - ABQ 

2.15 

ABQ  - HMN 

2.46 

HMN  - CVS 

2.28 

^Based  on  LOGAIR  Point  to  Point  Movement  Report  of  January 
1975. 

Volumes  shown  are  average  daily  movements  between  the 
associated  origins  and  destinations  (in  tons).  An  analysis 
of  the  LOGAIR  Transportation  Management  System  reports  for 
Jan  - June  1975  indicate  an  average  of  28  flights/month  for 
all  flights  --  thus  an  assumption  of  28  flights  or  trips  per 
month  was  used  to  develop  a daily  average. 

Q 

Incomplete  — data  missing  from  LOGAIR  Point  to  Point  Move- 
ment Report. 
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ALTERNATIVE  1 


} 


^Incomplete — data  missing  from  LOGAIR  Point  to  Point  Move- 
ment Report. 
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ALTKRf-IATIVJ^  1 


TABLE  G-5:  VOLUMES  ON 

DEDICATED  TRUCK  ROUTES 

ORIG  - DEST 

DAILY  VOLUME  - TONS 

13.  WRB  - CHS 

8.83 

CHS  - SSC 

4.01 

SSC  - GSB 

2.52 

GSB  - SSC 

3.31 

SSC  - CHS 

4.  22 

CHS  - WRB 

10.41 

14.  WRB  - CBM 

1.22 

CBM  - WRB 

1.65 

15 . WRB  - VPS 

4.49 

VPS  - PAM 

2.48 

PAM  - WRB 

2.63 

16.  COS  - FEW 

1.19 

FETW  - COS 

a 

^Incomplete  --  data  missing  from  LOGAIR  Point  to  Point  Move- 
ment Report. 
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TABLE  G-6:  VOLUMES  ON  / 

aRCRAFT  FEEDER  ROUTES^ 

ORIG  - BEST 

DAILY  VOLUME  - TONS 

A.  DOV  - BED 

9.39 

BED  - PSM 

12.19 

PSM  - LIZ 

11.79 

LIZ  - PEG 

11.98 

PBG  - RME 

11.25 

RME  - DOV 

11.35 

B.  WRB  - NIP 

5.10 

NIP  - COF 

3.90^ 

COF  - HST 

3.69^ 

HST  - NQX 

3.54^ 

NQX  - MCF 

3.45^ 

MCF  - NIP 

3.07^ 

NIP  - WRB 

3. 07^ 

C.  FFO  - OSC 

9.54 

OSC  - INR 

10.80 

INR  - SAW 

11.33 

SAW  - DLH 

10.04^ 

DLH  - RDR 

6.51^ 

RDR  - MIB 

9.78^ 

MIB  - RCA 

9.91^ 

RCA  - OFF 

11.86® 

OFF  - FFO 

11.06^ 

It  is  assumed  that  the  aircraft  used  on  the  feeder  routes  are 
the  L-188S  and  the  DC-9s,  each  with  a capacity  of  17  tons  i.i- 
cluding  nets  axid  pallets. 


Incomplete — data  missing  from  the  LOGAIR  Point  to  Point  Move- 
ment Report. 
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TABLE  G-7:  VOLUMES  ON 

AIRCRAFT  TRUNK  ROUTES 

1 

2 

ORIG  - DEST 

DAILY  VOLUME  - TONS 

2Q  MCC  - HIF 

7.13 

HIF  - TIK 

11.76 

TIK  - WRB 

11.52 

WRB  - DOV 

11.25 

DOV  - FFO 

4.73 

3C  MCC  - HIF 

3.99 

HIF  - TIK 

4.98 

TIK  - FFO 

2.91 

4V7  MCC  -HIF 

5.04 

HIF  - SKF 

6.91 

SKF  - WRB 

5.08 

2D  SUU  - HIF 

13.93 

HIF  - SKF 

13.23 

SKF  - TIK 

10.11 

TIK  - FFO 

3.07 

3P  FFO  - TIK 

4.49 

TIK  - HIF 

4.10 

HIF  - MCC 

4.48 

In  determining  the  volume  bctw<<-n  trun);  route  stationv.  for  flights 
2Q,  2C,  dW,  21),  3I>,  nn  1 2F,  it  is  ;iusuii.od  tint  ;J1  traif.ie  origin.it 
ing  nt  an  origin  station  for  al]  dest’-.ation  r.t.itions  on  the  ic- 
maindo'  of  tlio  flight  is  loaded  on  tl'c  .■lire; -ft  even  tl:oug)i  tlicre 
is  more  tli.in  one  sehefiuicd  fliglit  ix-r  day  I'.t -.vven  trueh  ‘.nations 
on  the  systi'.m.  This  conservative  upprt.arl;  compenruit  er.  foi' 

cargo  from  feeder  stat  ion.s  v/hic);  is  not  ineluch-d.  Fur  tlie  tirorc; , the 
voliuiies  displayed  have  not  )i..i  ancrod,  etc.,  so  that  eonsiocrab’ 

imbalances  :n  aircraft  ut  ili.-'.ation  remain.  ‘liie  objective  of  these 
Titblc.*^  f.i  e just,  to  demons  t)atc  tint  such  an  alternative  to  base  sys 
tern  is  feasible. 

Tlie  2 series  fligh'a  use  the  L-JOO  aircraft  \.’itli  a cap.acity  of  23 
tons;  th-  3 r.nd  4 j.erios  flights  use  the  L-lBif  and  I)3-‘J  aircraft 
vith  a capacity  of  17  tons. 
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TABLE  G-7 : VOLUMES  ON 

AIRCRAFT  TRUNK  ROUTES 

ORIG  - DEST 

DAILY  VOLUME  - TONS 

2F  FFO  - DOV 

10.22 

DOV  - WRB 

13.23 

WRB  - SKF 

17.54 

SKF  - TIK 

20.  34 

TIK  - HIF 

11.78 

HIF  - SUU 

12.72 

^ 1 

2B  FFO  - WRB 

6.89 

WRB  - SKF 

11.70 

SKF  - TIK 

18.27 

TIK  - COS 

16.24 

COS  - HIF 

15.41 

HIF  - LSV 

15.25 

LSV  - SBD 

13.30 

SBD  - SUU 

8.32 

, 2 

4V  WRB  - FFO 

8.71 

FFO  - TIK 

13.79 

TIK  - SKF 

14.60 

SKF  - HIF 

16.00 

HIF  - GFA 

16.83 

GFA  - SKA 

16.38 

SKA  - TCM 

15.82 

TCM  - MCC 

14.31 

Since  flicjht  2B  travolr;  a circuilour;  rout;e,  it  ir:  bcij  y Jimilcd  to 
direct  traffic  between  the  poinlr  cm  the  fiicjht.  Aiso,  fince  CO.S , 
FKtV,  LSV,  SBD,  LIJJ’  and  DMA  have?  no  atternntive  service,  n3  .1  traffic 
for  these  points  is  loadcid  onto  tiro  aircraft  at  Tli;,  7f,/.  at  SiU',  3'. 
at  tJltB,  and  2L>'/.  at  FFO. 


Since  GI'A,  EKA,  and  TCM  have  no  alternative  service,  all  traffic 
for  these  points  is  loaded  into  the  aircraft  at  sr,F,  IS'/  at  TIK, 
33%  at  FFO,  and  2f>';.  at  WRB.  Jn  additiem,  traffic  to  IIJF  fre.m  t.'RD 
and  FFO  is  routed  c»t  inoro  direct  flights  and  is  not  inclitd(.!d  on  <lv. 


economically  justified  the  dedicated  trucks.  Thus,  this  secondary  benefit  greatly  enhances 
the  desirability  of  the  alternative. 

The  principal  shortcomings  of  this  alternative  include  a)  additional  handling  of  some 
cargo  v/ill  be  required— the  exact  amount  is  difficult  to  quantify,  but  it  should  be  a 
relatively  small  percentage  of  the  total  cargo  moving  by  dedicated  truck,  and  b)  it  may 
increase  transportation  time  to  and  from  some  bases  by  as  much  as  one  day  over  the 
current  LOGAIR  system— again,  the  potential  impact  of  this  shortcoming  is  difficult  to 
quantify  at  this  time;  in  some  cases,  reducing  the  cargo  moving  by  air  may  increase  the 
responsiveness  of  the  entire  system,  (e.g.,  througti  less  circuitous  routing)  as  well  as 
increase  aircraft  utilization.  In  any  event,  a complete  dismissal  of  the  entire  alternative 
because  of  the  above  potential  shortcomings  will  be  a wrong  decision  until  the  cost 
implications  of  the  shortcomings  are  fully  detailed.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  study  team 
that  the  cost  implications  of  these  shortcomings  will  be  negligible  when  contrasted  with 
the  identified  potential  savings  of  $6,724  million. 

Alternnt.ve  2;  Increased  Use  of  DC-9  and  L-18S  Aircraft 

In  the  base  LOGAIR  system,  both  the  L-IOO  and  the  smaller  aircraft  (i.e.,  tlie  DC-9s 
and  L-18Ss)  are  used  on  trunk  routes.  The  principal  reasons  for  use  of  the  L-lOO  are  that 
J)  its  increased  lift  capability  is  required  to  satisfy  tlie  additional  cargo  requirements  on 
certain  trunk  routes  and  2)  it  can  more  easily  accommodate  large  shipments  such  as 
aircraft  engines. 

The  integration  of  dedicated  trucks  into  the  LOGAIR  system,  as  per  Alternative  1, 
reduced  the  volume  of  traffic  on  two  of  the  four  trunk  routes  served  by  L-lOO  aircraft  so 
these  routes  can  now  be  served  by  either  DC-9s  or  L-I8Ss  (see  Table  G-7).  Since  the  L- 
100  plane  mile  cost  is  considerably  higher  than  the  plane  mile  cost  of  the  other  aircraft 
(i.e.,  $2.6229  versus  1.8841),  replacement  of  these  larger,  more  expensive  aircraft  will 
result  in  additional  savings  to  those  already  identified  in  Alternative  1 (see  Table  G-8). 
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TABLE  G-8.  ALTERNATIVE  2 - SAVINGS 


FLIGHT 

NUMBER 

TOTAL 

MILES 

MILEAGE  CdSTT$) 
DC-9/L-188  L-lOO 

DAILY 
SAVINGS  ($) 

2Q 

3,525 

6,501 

9,246 

2,745 

2D 

2,999 

5,531 

7,866 

2,335 

TOTAL 

6,524 

12,032 

17,112 

5,080 

The  total  daily  savings  of  $5,080  associated  with  replacing  two  L-lOO  aircraft  with 
DC-9s  or  L-I88s,  equates  to  $1,854  million  annually.  Adding  this  amount  to  the 
Alternative  1 savings  of  $6,724  million  yields  savings  of  $8,578  million  for  this  alternative 
(or  17.6  percent  of  the  total  system  cost). 

Alternative  3;  Limited  Reduction  in  LOGAIR  Service 

The  preceding  alternative  can  be  readily  extended  to  yield  additional  savings  to  the 
LOGAIR  system.  The  second  alternative  considered  the  advantages  of  replacing  two 
unneeded  L-lOO  aircraft  with  either  DC-9s  or  L-188s.  This  alternative  goes  one  step 
further  and  replaces  the  two  remaining  L-lOO  aircraft  with  the  smaller  aircraft.  Such  a 
replacement  can  be  accomplished  if  the  system  manager  more  closely  monitors  the  cargo 
moving  on  these  two  flights.  If  just  25  percent  of  the  cargo  moving  on  these  flights  were 
diverted  to  surface  movement,  then  the  DC-9  or  L-188  aircraft  could  replace  these  L-lOOs 
(see  Table  G-7  for  the  unchallenged  workloads).  Table  G-9  displays  the  cost  impact  of  this 
action. 

The  daily  savings  of  $6,213  equates  to  $2,267  million  annually.  However,  tlie 
diverted  material  must  still  be  moved  to  its  destination  and  the  surface  transportation 
cost  subtracted  from  this  annual  figure.  It  is  nearly  impossible  to  estimate  the  cost  of 
moving  this  diverted  material— origins,  destinations,  type  of  commodity,  etc.  are  all 
unknown.  As  a rough  estimate,  suppose  only  one-half  the  identified  savings  are,  in  fact, 
achieved.  This  still  leaves  approximately  $1,133  million  in  savings  for  this  alternative. 


TABLE  G-9.  ALTERNATIVE  3 - SAVINGS 


Flight 

NUMBER 

TOTTO^ 

MILES 

LTAILY 
SAVINGS  ($) 

2F 

^>,106 

7,572  10,770 

3,198 

2B 

3,870 

7,137  10,151 

3,014 

TOTAL 

7,976 

14,709  20,921 

6,212 

which  when  added  to  that  identified  through  Alternatives  1 and  2,  yields  a total  savings  of 
$9,7i  1 (or  19.9  percent  of  the  total  system  cost). 

Two  principal  arguments  can  be  raised  in  opposition  to  this  alternative  1)  the  lack  of 
justification  for  the  25  percent  diversion  rate  and  2)  the  assumption  that  the  diverted 
cargo  will  require  only  one-half  of  the  identified  savings  to  cover  the  cost  of  movement  by 
surface  mode. 

In  response  to  the  first  argument,  Air  Force  experience  in  challenging  MAC 
shipments  provides  a strong  foundation  for  extrapolation  into  the  CONUS  sector.  Air 
Force  requisitioners  are  not  overstating  the  issue  priority  on  just  shipments  destined  for 
overseas,  this  overstatement  is  also  occurring  on  CONUS  shipments. 

Concerning  the  second  argument,  it  was  assumed  that  the  diverted  cargo  will 
frequently  be  consolidated  with  regular  surface  shipments  at  a low  marginal  cost.  Thus, 
the  one-half  figure  was  an  attempt  to  recognize  such  a situation. 

Alternative  Extensive  Reduction  in  LOGAIR  Services 

As  noted  previously,  LOGAIR  is  a free-flow  system  in  that  it  accepts  all  TP  1 and 
TP  2 traffic.  The  only  air-eligible  traffic  not  routinely  accepted  by  the  system  include 
outsize  cargo,  shipments  with  an  apparent  excessive  quantity,  or  shipments  on  which  the 
requisition  date  or  required  delivery  date  is  past  90  days.  This  is  a sound  approach  since 
the  space  is  procured  on  an  annual  basis  and  thus,  it  should  be  used  to  the  maximum. 
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However,  the  data  base  for  each  succeeding  year's  procurement  tends  to  be  excessive 
since  there  is  no  means  of  quantifying  that  portion  of  the  traffic  which  could  have  been 
transported  in  a surface  mode  and  still  meet  the  consignee's  requirements. 

The  airlift  challenge  data  displayed  in  Tables  10  and  11  in  the  body  of  this  report 
indicate  that  a considerable  percentage  of  high  priority  requirements  are  acceptable  to 
the  consignee  in  a surface  mode.  While  there  is  limited  Air  Force  data  in  these  tables, 
the  . is  no  reason  to  suspect  that  Air  Force  requisitioners  are  any  different  than  those  in 
other  Services. 

Considering  the  available  data  on  airlift  challenges  and  the  responsivv?  transportation 
available  in  CONUS  (both  air  and  surface),  a 25  percent  success  rate  in  airlift  challenges 
appears  to  be  attainable  without  a significant  negative  impact  on  the  Air  Force  supply 
system.  Therefore,  all  LOG  AIR  traffic  with  the  exception  of  that  destined  for  aerial 
ports  (which  supposedly  had  alreidy  been  challenged)  was  reduced  by  25  percent.  The  net 
result  of  this  action,  on  top  of  that  embedded  in  the  preceding  alternatives  was  the 
elimination  of  two  trunk  routes:  3C  and  3P  (as  identified  in  Table  Alternative  1). 
The  traffic  formerly  carried  by  these  routes  can  be  readily  satisfied  by  other  routes.  For 
example,  Route  2Q  has  adequate  capacity  to  absorb  3C's  daily  volume,  while  4V  can 
satisfy  3P's  traffic  (see  Table  G-7,  Alternative  1 for  the  unchallenged  daily  volumes  on 
these  routes). 

The  elimination  of  these  two  routes  then  results  in  additional  daily  savings  of  $4,6^i7 
for  each  route  (see  Table  G-4),  or  a total  of  $9,294  (or  $3,392  million  annually).  By 
reducing  daily  mileage  by  4,552  miles,  a savings  of  $1,332  million  in  airways  tax  and  POL 
adjustment  also  result,  (i.c.,  26,842  miles  per  day  under  this  alternative/40,807  miles  per 
day  in  the  LOGAIR  base  system  x $11,981  million  less  tax  and  POL  savings  under 
Alternative  1 = $1,332  million).  The  gross  savings  of  this  alternative  is  then 

$4,724  million,  in  addition  to  that  identified  previously  in  the  other  alternatives. 
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Again  we  have  diverted  material  that  must  still  be  moved  to  its  destination,  and  the 
cost  of  this  transportation  is  assumed  to  be  30  percent  of  the  associated  savings,  or 
$2,362  million.  Therefore,  the  total  savings  of  this  alternative  amount  to  $12,073  million, 
(i.e.  $2,362  million  plus  $9,711  million  under  Alternatives  1,  2,  and  3),  or  24.7  percent  of 
the  total  base  LOGAIR  cost. 
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APPENDIX  H 


SELECTED  TRAFFIC  MANAGEMENT  SYSTEMS 

The  broad  and  complex  nature  of  traffic  management  has  made  it  difficult  for 
transportation  officers  to  be  aware  of  all  problems  within  the  functions  they  supervise.  In 
order  for  a TO  to  effectively  utilize  his  resources,  it  is  essential  that  he  have  adequate 
systems  support.  During  the  course  of  our  review,  we  came  in  contact  with  five  systems 
that  provide  (or  soon  will  provide)  valuable  assistance  to  the  traffic  management  function. 
These  are  the 

- Air  Force  Shipment  Document  Release  and  Control  System; 

Air  Force  Transportation  Automated  Routing  System; 

MTMC  Freight  Movement  Control  System; 

DSA  Mechanization  of  Freigin  Packing  and  Shipping  Terminal;  and 

- Federal  Supply  Service  Shipment  Consolidation  and  Planned  Order  Selection 

System 

1 . Air  Force  Shipment  Document  Release  and  Control  System  (SDRCS  - D009) 

The  D009  is  a personalized  shipment  planning  system  used  by  the  Air  Logistics 
Centers.  It  is  designed  to  meet  the  peculiar  shipment  planning  requirements  of  each  of 
the  five  ALCs. 

The  Material  Release  Order  (MRO),  i.  e.,  the  DD  13^8,  is  tlie  basic  output 
document  generated  by  the  system.  The  DD  13^/S  is  available  to  the  Shipment  Planning 
Section  cf  the  Transportation  Division  prior  to  the  supply  item  being  pulled  from  the  shelf. 

The  system  generates  delivery  requirements  by  transportation  priority— TP  1 
and  TP  2 cargo  requirements  are  processed  daily  while  TP  3 cargo  requirements  are 
generated  once  a week  to  each  destination.  The  CONUS  is  geographically  sectioned  so  as 
to  facilitate  maximum  consolidation  and  balance  the  workload.  All  requisitions  (including 
parcel  post  eligible  material  where  applicable)  are  consolidated  by  destination  and  freight 
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rating  within  these  geographic  areas. 


Data  generated  by  the  D009  includes  warehouse  location,  freight  rating, 
specific  information  when  applicable  relative  to  identification  of  airlift  investment  items, 
airlift  challenge  (this  applies  to  overocean  destinations  only),  and  the  LOGAIR  flight  on 
which  the  cargo  should  be  forwarded.  In  addition,  Warner  Robins  ALC  manually  enters 
such  data  as  the  date  due  in  packing,  whether  containers  are  to  be  used,  etc. 

The  D009  also  interfaces  witli  the  inventory  control  system  so  that  inventory 
levels  arv  adjusted  from  the  one  time  entry  of  the  customer  requisition. 

Our  review  indicated  that  the  system  enjoys  the  confidence  of  the  user  and  is 
an  effective  shipment  planning  tool. 

2.  Air  Force  Transportation  Automated  Routing  System  (TARS) 

TARS  is  a personalized  routing  system  used  by  the  Air  Logistics  Centers.  It  is 
designed  to  provide  the  particular  routing  and  carrier  selection  guidance  required  at  each 
of  the  five  ALCs. 

After  the  D009  system  has  consolidated  shipments  by  weight,  freight 
classification,  etc.,  for  each  destination,  the  Traffic  Section  of  the  Sliipment  Planning 
Branch  is  responsible  for  selecting  the  most  expeditious  and  least  expensive  mode  for 
transporting  the  cargo  to  its  destination. 

For  each  destination  served  by  a particular  ALC,  the  system  provides  less  than 
truckload  (LTL)  performance  data  for  the  previous  ninety  day  period  on  c"  carriers  used 
by  the  ALC.  This  may  include  truck,  bus,  freight  forwarder,  commercial  air,  LOGAIR, 
parcel  post,  etc.  As  an  illustration,  TARS  provides  Sacramento  ALC  a listing  of  all  LTL 
carriers  used  in  the  previous  ninety  days  to  transport  cargo  to  Charleston,  South  Carolina 
and  the  average  intransit  time  performance  of  each  carrier. 

The  system  also  provides  the  latest  tariffs  for  the  various  freight 
classifications.  Tariff  information  is  also  supplied  for  air  and  surface  freight  forwarders, 
comtnercial  air,  and  others.  For  LOGAIR  and  commercial  air,  schedules  arc  displayed  as 
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well  as  distance  from  a LOGAIR  station,  preferred  mode  for  NORS  items,  etc.  It  is 
expected  that  the  system  will  soon  include  schedule  and  cost  information  for  Federal 
Express,  UPS,  and  air  parcel  post. 

The  key  aspect  of  the  system  is  that  it  is  destination  oriented.  When  the 
Shipment  Planning  Branch  has  to  route  a shipment  to  a given  destination,  tlie  router 
references  that  destination  in  the  TARS  Guide  for  the  necessary  information. 

The  system  is  scheduled  to  be  updated  monthly  with  the  latest  tariffs, 
schedules,  etc.;  however,  this  schedule  is  not  strictly  adhered  to. 

Our  review  indicated  that  TARS  has  the  support  and  confidence  of  the  user  and 
that  it  provides  ready  access  to  essential  information  that  otherwise  might  take 
considerable  research. 

3.  MTMC  Freight  Movement  Control  System  (FMCS) 

MTMC's  Freight  Movement  Control  System  (FMCS)  is  a comprehensive  traffic 
management  system  which  is  still  in  the  concept  stage.  FMCS  will  consist  of  seven  major 
applications  when  fully  implemented: 

Freight  Rate  Retrieval 

- Freight  Traffic  Request  and  Release; 

- Point  of  Embarkation  (POE)  Selection  Processing; 

Export  Cargo  Booking; 

Freight  Movement  Reporting; 

- Shipment  Statistics;  and 

- Volume  Movement  Report  Processing. 

The  Freight  Rate  Retrieval  (FRR)  application  is  scheduled  for  implementation  in  FY  1977. 
The  others  are  planned  for  implementation  over  a five-year  period  and  have  not  been 
j reviewed. 

The  FRR  application  is  being  designed  to  provide  the  Freight  Traffic  Division 
with  the  capability,  through  the  use  of  remote  access  devices,  to  query  a central  data  base 

j • 
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and  provide  the  optimum  service  and  cost  effective  route  between  any  two  CONUS 
locations.  The  purpose  of  the  system  is  to  shorten  MTMC's  response  time  to  local  TOs  and 
thereby  assist  them  in  improving  overall  performance. 

PSA  Mechanization  of  Freight  Packing  and  Shipping  Terminal  (MOFAST) 

The  MOFAST  system  is  oporatioml  only  at  Defense  Depot  Ogden,  but  it  is 
currently  being  implemented  at  Defense  Depot  Memphis.  MOFAST  is  a heavily  automated 
system  directed  toward  expediting  the  packing,  shipment  consolidation,  staging,  and 
outloading  functions. 

The  MOFAST  system  has  an  extensive  computer  capability  which  monitors 
both  the  status  of  the  MROs,  which  are  selected  for  processing  each  working  day,  and  the 
operation  of  the  material  handling  hardware. 

The  computer  tracks  the  MROs  through  each  processing  stage:  entry  into  the 
system,  formation  of  shipping  units,  routing  to  the  appropriate  assembly  point,  and 
automatic  generation  of  the  GliL.  Two  innovative  features  of  the  system  include  tlie 
CUBITRON  and  the  Container  Automated  Marking  System  (CAMS).  The  CUBITRON  is  an 
automatic  weighing  and  cubing  station  through  which  each  package  must  pass.  In  the 
process,  the  unit  automatically  adds  the  weight,  cube,  and  length  of  each  package  to  the 
computer  file.  The  information  is  printed  on  the  GDL  and  is  used  for  load  planning.  The 
CAMS  automatically  imprints  the  address  of  the  consignee  directly  onto  the  container  or 
package  surface  using  a non-impact  process.  The  CAMS  system  has  been  undergoing 
extensive  testing  at  Defense  Depot  Ogden  and  is  scheduled  to  become  operational  shortly. 

The  depot  had  estimated  that  ninety-five  positions  would  be  eliminated  with 
the  full  implementation  of  MOFAST;  however,  the  GAO  has  recently  reviewed  the  system 
and  they  have  given  the  depot  credit  for  105  positions. 

5.  Federal  Supply  Service  Shipment  Consolidation  and  Planned  Order  Selection 

(SCAt^S)  System 

While  we  have  had  limited  exposure  to  the  SCAPOS  system  of  the  Federal 
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Supply  Service,  the  system  ap./cars  to  have  some  attractive  characteristics  which  may  be 
applicable  to  DoD  activities. 

All  customers  served  by  a given  activity  arc  consolidated  into  specific  routes 
which  arc  determined  by  geographical  locations.  The  routes  are  then  segregated  into 
three  groups  depending  upon  the  average  weekly  tonnage.  Routes  with  an  average  weekly 
tonnage  over  50,000  pounds  are  served  as  often  as  required;  those  with  an  average  weekly 
tonnage  between  25,000  and  49,999  pounds  are  served  no  more  than  twice  a week;  while 
those  under  25,000  pounds  are  served  at  most  once  a week. 

Each  route  is  then  assigned  a specific  day(s)  of  the  week  in  which  shipments  to 
the  destinations  on  the  route  will  be  generated  by  the  computer.  One  of  the  factors 
considered  in  assigning  routes  to  days  is  workload  balancing.  It  is  our  impression  that 
SCAPOS  eliminates  the  use  of  parcel  post  to  largo  customers  and  small  package  carriers 
are  used  for  minimum  charge  shipments. 


H-5 


APPENDIX  I 


EXHIBIT  OP-16 

DOD  cffii*0!.”:r.''r 

O’CIVlTIOI.T^, 

TR/uWSP0HTA?1C::j  or  TiClToG 


py/cy/by  

}'ro'*ivjn  ;^OCO 


PART  A - Sur/nary 


Direct 

Depot  level  transportation  (ton  miler) 

(pasnctif/rs ) 

Medical  Evocation  (passonGcrs) 

APO  Mail  (ten  niles) 

Unit  riovcjicnt  and  exercises  (ton  miles) 

Other  XXX 

Subtotal  (Direct  PrcGram) 

Reijnbursable 


Depot  level  transportation  (ton  miles) 

(passencers) 

Medical  Evacuauion  (passeucers) 

APO  Mail  (ton  miles) 

Unit  movement  and  exercises  (ton  miles) 
Other  (ton  miles) 

(passetiRcrs) 

Subtotal  (Keimliursable) 

Total 

PAI^T  B - Analysis  of  To tal 


Military  Sealift  Ccmir.and 


Cargo  (ton  miies) 

Passengers  (nujribcr) 

Military  Airlift  Command 

Channel  (ton  miles) 

Special  Assictuacut  (flying  hours) 

0 

Military  Traffic  Management  and  Terminal  Ser\rico 


Stevedoring  ( tons ) 
Other  (tons) 

Commercial 


Sm-face  Transportation  (ton  miles) 
Air  Transportation  (ton  miles) 
Stevedoring  (tons) 
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py/cy/hy 

Proprnju  fi>cX) 


PAHT  C - Dot-ni  1 of  Pcpot  Tranr.portat  ion 

Corninercia]  Traiinportation 

Surface  (s/Tonr. ) 

Ixsp.ai  r (S/Tons) 

Cominorcial  Air  (s/Tonr.) 

Reiinburseincnl  a 

Military  G ealift  Conznand 

Cargo  (l-l/Tona) 

(Logiatical  Support  Ittirna) 

(Post  Exchange  Items) 

Passescors  (lluiabcr) 

POL  (l,/Totis) 

Per  Die;n  (Days) 

Re  imbu  rs  emcti  t s 

Military  Ai)-lift  Coianand 


Channel  (s/Tons) 

(ix.gistical  Support  Ttms) 

(Post  Excliangc  Items) 

Special  Assignments  (Flying  Hours) 

Reiiribujsejiien  Ls 

Military  Tra fl'i  c Manage.nciit  and  Tenr.inal  Service 
Stevedoring  (Tons) 

Postage  and  Fees  Paid  Indicia 


Postage  and  Fees  Paid  Indicia 
Re  iniburs  eraen  t r. 

Total 

Direct 

Reijubursements 


PART  D - 

Ocean  Transportation  via  Military  Sealift 

Coiiraand  (MoC) 

Origin 

Destination 

U.S. 

Ala.ska  (Mona  Lisa) 

U.S. 

North  Atlantic 

U.S. 

Latin  America 

U.S. 

iXirope 

u.s; 

Mediterranean 

U.S. 

Mid- Pacific 

u.s. 

Far  East 
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PY/CY/]'Y 
Program 


Origin 

Destination 

U.S. 

North  Pacific 

U.S. 

Indian  Oceoji 

Subtotal 

(Outbound  Cargo) 

North  Atlantic 

U.S. 

Latin  /jnerica 

U.S. 

Kuropc 

U.S. 

Mediterranean 

U.S. 

Mid-Piicifi  c 

U.S. 

Far  Last 

U.S. 

North  Pacific 

U.S. 

Indian  Ocean 

U.S. 

Subtotal  (inbound  Carco) 

Total  (Outbound-Inbound) 

Inter-Arca  Movements 
Intra-Area  Movements 

Subtotal 

Pro-Rata  Share:  Mail 

PX 

Con  ex 
Cool 

Total  (Pro- Rata  Items) 

Total  (Dry  Cargo) 

PART  R - Materiel  Transportation  - Military  Airlift 
Coinaand 

Military  Airlift  Command 
Cluinncl 

Atlantic  (s/Tons) 

Pacific  (s/Toiis) 

Total  Channel 

^ X’ cial  Ass i gnment 

liourlj'^-Ratc  Aircraft  (Hours) 
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APPENDIX  J 


FORECASTING  OVEROCEAN  REQUIREMENTS 
AT  THE  tank/automotive  COMMAND 


This  report  included  an  evaluation  of  the  financial  and  traffic  management  practices 
of  the  Shipper  Services.  While  reviewing  the  Army  Materiel  Command  financial 
management  program  at  the  Tank/Automotive  Command  (TACOM),  we  became  familiar 
with  TACOWs  procedures  for  forecasting  overocean  requirements.  Several  weaknesses 
appear  to  exist  in  these  procedures  and  they  are  briefly  discussed  below. 

The  responsibility  for  developing  overocean  requirements  is  assigned  to  the 
Transportation  Management  Branch  of  the  Transportation  Divison.  The  basis  for  the 
forecasts  are  short-and  long-range  surface  and  air  overocean  estimates  prepared  by  the 
Inventory  Managers.  After  the  overocean  estimates  are  summarized,  the  Transportation 
Management  Branch  automatically  diverts  ninety  percent  of  all  airlift  requirements  to 
surface  movement.  Upai  closer  inspection,  we  found  the  reason  for  the  autotnatic  diversion  to 
be  historical— it  has  always  been  done.  We  also  found  that  the  Inventory  Managers  are  not 
aware  of  this  practice. 

The  short-range  forecasts,  which  are  developed  two  to  three  months  prior  to  the 
month  of  movement,  are  consolidated  by  the  Logistics  Control  Agency  (LCA)  in  the 
Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California.  The  estimates  are  then  compared  with  historical 
data  and  adjusted  as  necessary.  Copies  of  the  final  package  are  forwarded  to  AMC 
Headquarters  and  the  Army  Data  Processing  Ageticy  in  Radford,  Virginia.  After  review, 
evaluation,  and  consolidation  with  other  Army  requirements,  the  forecasts  arc  sent  to  the 
Directorate  of  Transportation  and  Services,  DCSLOG,  for  final  review  and  approval. 

The  approved  forecasts  are  then  sent  to  the  appropriate  ' ngle  Manager  Operating 
Agency  and  to  the  SDT  Program  Manager.  Based  on  these  forecasts  the  Program  Manager 
prepares  obligation  estimates  for  MAC,  MSC,  and  MTMC.  The  Finance  and  Accounting 
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Center  receives  a copy  of  those  obligation  estimates  whicti  are  used  as  a basis  for  giving 
cross  disbursing  authority  to  the  Single  Manager  Operating  Agencies. 

The  important  feature  of  the  above  process  is  that  it  is  initiated  by  command 
estimates;  however,  the  commands  are  not  provided  historical  movement  data  which  could 
be  used  to  improve  the  quality  of  the  estimates.  Furthermore,  one  must  question  the 
necessity  of  the  forecasts  being  developed  at  the  command  level  with  the  extensive 
massaging  of  the  data  which  takes  place  above. 

When  we  inquired  why  LCA  did  not  provide  historical  infortnation  to  the  commands, 
they  responded  "the  Commodity  Commands  have  never  asked  for  the  data."  (It  was  not 
clear  that  the  commands  are  aware  that  historical  data  are  available.) 

AMC  is  in  the  process  of  developing  an  Overocean  Cargo  Forecasting  and  Feedback 
System  that  will  evaluate  the  quality  of  the  forecasts  and  assist  the  Commodity 
Commands  in  preparing  them.  This  system  is  scheduled  for  implementation  in  FY  1976. 
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EXHIBIT  1-C.  MARINE  CORPS 
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EXHIBIT  1-D  . DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
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EXHIBIT  3-D.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
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EXPLANATION  OF  CHANGES  IN  FUNDING  REQUIREMENTS 


1.  Rate  Changes  - MSC  (see  Exhibit.  1-A.  Page  1 of  4.  P^rt  II. 

Rate  Changes) 

Assuming  the  following: 

FY75  ave.  cost/meas.  ton  - $75.00 

FY76  expected  ave.  cost/meris.  ton  - $80.00 

FY76  estimated  meas.  tons  to  be  shipped  - 1,300,000 

The  difference  in  average  unit  cost  between  Fy75  and  1^76 
multiplied  by  the  FY76  quantity  shipped  = an  incrcase/de- 
crease  in  cost  attributable  to  the  MSC  rate  change 

or 

$5(1,300,000)  = $6,500,000  increased  cost  for  shipment  of 
material  via  MSC  due  to  rate  increase. 

2 . Workload  Changes  - MAC  (see  Exhibit  1-A . Page  1 of  4 . Part  II , 
Workload  Changes) 

Assuming  the  following: 

FY75  ave.  unit  cost  = $1, 000/short  ton 

FY75  volume  shipped  = 18,000  short  tons 

FY76  estimated  volume  to  bo  shipped  - 10,000  short  tons 

An  expected  reassignment  of  troops  overseas  to  CONUS 
Commands  resulted  in  a reduced  amount  of  materiel  to  bo 
airlifted  in  FY76. 

$1,000(8,000)  = $8,000,000  decrease  in  cost  for  shipment 
of  material  via  MAC  due  to  change  in  workload. 

3 . Policy  Changes  (see  Exhibit  . 1-A.  Page  1 of  4.  Part  II..  Policy 
Changes ) 

Beginning  in  FY76,  reimbursement  to  MAC  will  be  limited  to 
passenger  traffic.  Tlie  program  decision  memorandum  from 
OSD  concerning  the  consolidation  of  TAC  airlift  forces 
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under  MAC  removed  the  C-5  and  C-141  aircraft  from 
industrially  funded  operations.  The  AF  Program  will 
fund  these  operations  by  transferring  programmed  air- 
lift funds  from  each  of  the  Services  in  FY76. 

This  has  resulted  in  a reduction  of  $55,975,000  in 
Army  SDT  fund  requirements. 
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other  weaknesses  ih  the  SDT  programs  are  included  in  the  report. ' 
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